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Chairman McKetiar. The committee will be in order. 

The next presentation will be that of the United States Atomic 
Energy Commission, and Mr. Gordon Dean, the Chairman of the 
Commission, is here. Before hearing Mr. Dean, we will insert in the 
record at this point the justification, and also the statement from the 

e Bureau of the Budget. 

2 (The information referred to is as follows:) 











Proposep AMENDMENT TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION Act, 1952 





Estimate submitted to the House- 7 si ee ete $273, 000, 000 
Act z : . te ata tees ahaa 260, 000, 000 







(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 41) 


(Amendments proposed, p. 9, line 19) 






(1) Page 9, line 19, strike out 260,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
‘*273,000,000”; the amount of the estimate. 

(2) Page 9, line 19, after the amount ‘$260,000,000’’, strike out the period and 
insert the following: ‘‘: Provided, That the limitation contained in the Indepen- 
e dent Offices Appropriation Act, 1952 on the amount available to the Commission 
for personal services is hereby repealed; Provided further, That Section 605 of 
a the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1952 shall not be applicable to the 
Commission.” 
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HOUSE REPORT 
“ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


“The committee considered a supplemental estimate of $273,000,000 to provid 
additional funds for the atomic energy program and has allowed a total of $260 
000,000 for this purpose. The additional amount recommended is essentia 
because of higher costs of construction, the acceleration of programs, includin,; 
the production of fissionable materials, the design, development, and testing « 
atomic weapons, and the development of new types of reactors. The committ 
was not satisfied with the presentation of the Commission in its request fo: 
additional personnel, and has taken this factor into consideration in effecting : 
reduction of $13,000,000 in the budget estimate. The committee is of tl 
opinion, also, that substantial savings can be made in the construction progran 
through simplification of plans and specifications and the restriction of co: 
struction to purely utilitarian purposes.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


1. Restoration of House reduction (p. 9, line 19) 


The report of the House indicates that the proposed reduction of $13,000,000 
is applicable to those portions of the budget estimate pertaining to additiona 
personnel and the construction program. With regard to the estimate for addi 
tional personnel it is the Commission’s belief that the increase requested repre- 
sents the minimum requirement to properly staff the various offices which carry 
on the part of the program. Additional justification of this need is cited in the 
following amendment. 

With regard to savings which might be made in the construction program, the 
Commission is in full accord with the House Appropriations Committee’s objective 
of reducing the cost wherever possible. It is believed, however, that the estimates 
submitted were based on economy in design and the restriction of construction to 
purely utilitarian purposes. Every effort will be made to reduce the cost of con 
struction and to effect savings. In the meantime, however, it is believed that 
the amount requested is necessary to place contracts and orders if there is to be 
no delay in this urgent construction program. 


2. Repeal of limitation on amount available for personal services and exemption from 
section 605 of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1952 

The Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 1952, which was passed by tlh. 
Congress subsequent to the submission of the supplemental estimate to the Con 
gress and hearings thereon by the House Appropriations Subeommittee contain- 
two provisions which place very restrictive limitations on the use of the appro 
priations for personal services in the fiscal year 1952. 

One of these provisions—the so-called Ferguson amendment—would limit the 
funds available to the Commission for personal services to $25,135,000, i. e., to 
90 percent of the estimate contained in the President’s 1952 budget. This 
amendment would allow us an average of 5,165 employees for the current fiscal 
year, as compared with employment of 5,809 as of July 31, 1951. In order to 
reduce our average employment for the entire fiscal year to this figure, we would 
have to institute drastic reductions in force, which would bring our employment 
by the close of the fiscal year 1952 to a figure well under 5,000. Unless this limi- 
tation is modified by language in the supplemental appropriation act, we would 
be restricted to the figure of $25,135,000 for the current fiscal year in carrying out 
our programs under both the basic and supplemental appropriation acts. 

The second provision—the so-called Jensen amendment—would prohibit us 
from filling three out of every four vacancies occurring after July 1, 1951. This 
prohibition would remain in effect until our employment was reduced to 90 percent 
of our personnel strength as of June 30, 1951, i. e., until our employment was 
reduced to a figure of 5,138. This figure would then become our personnel ceiling. 

These two provisions are utterly inconsistent with the enormous expansion 
now being undertaken in the atomic energy program. We are presently engaged 
in a construction program which will approximately double the country’s invest- 
ment in atomic energy facilities and which will add to our present program a 
number of new offices and installations. This expansion in turn will require 
additional Commission personnel for contract supervision, program direction and 
security administration. In the fiscal year 1951 we spent $400 million on opera- 
tions and $458 million on construction. For the fiscal vear 1952 our budget calls 
for our spending $610 million on operations and $1,071 million on construction. 
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This is an increase in our ope rating activities alone of more than 50 percent. In 
addition, we will be initiating in the fiscal year 1952 important construction pro- 
jects, the costs for which will be incurred largely in subsequent fiscal years. Com- 
pared to these figures, the fund limitation contained in the independent offices 
appropeeane act would require us to decrease the rate of expenditure for personal 

ervices Which we had attained in June 1951. 

It will be noted that the limitation on our funds is based on the President’s 
1952 budget estimate. As we have previously informed the Appropriations Com- 
mittees, this estimate, which was prepared in the fall of 1950, did not adequately 
reflect the expansion in program authorized subsequent to that time. No per- 
sonnel were provided for in the 1952 budget estimate to administer and control 
activities, including construction, at the new feed materials production center at 
Fernald, Ohio, the aircraft nuclear propulsion project, the new California project, 
or the projects at Boulder City, Colo., Rocky Flats, Colo., Amarillo, Tex., and 
Las Vegas, Nev. Furthermore, the addition of new projects and the accelerated 
expansion of the program at Hanford, Oak Ridge, Savannah River, Idaho, Los 
\lamos, and Sandia will require more management and security personnel than 
was provided for in the original estimate. 

The effect of the Jensen amendment, which is aimed at a reduction in our em- 
ployment strength to 90 percent of that existing at June 30, 1951, is directly 
contrary to the substantial oa of our program in the current fiscal year 
over our program in fiscal vear 1951. 

Our supplemental request for 1952 indicates a total requirement of $33,405, 336 
for personal services as compared with $27,927,898 prov ided in the President’s 
bas sic 1952 appropriation request and a limitation of $2 5,135,000 established by 
the Congress in the basic 1952 appropriation act. In the he arings on our supple- 
mental request before the Independent Offices Subcommittee of the House Ap- 
propriations Committee we indicated that, if the limitation on personnel funds 
for the Commission then under consideration were written into our basic 1952 
Appropriation Act, we would require relief from that limitation in our supple- 
mental appropriation act. At that time the proposed Jensen amendment exempted 
the Atomic Energy Commission. In view of the action since taken by the Con- 
gress, it is now requested that relief from both the fund limitation and the Jensen 
amendment be provided in our supplemental appropriation act. 


[H. Doe. No. 238, 82d Cong., Ist sess.) 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES TRANSMITTING 
4 PrRoposED SuPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION FOR THE FiscaL TRAR 1952, 1N 
THE AMOUNT OF $484,240,000, FoR THE ATomMiIc ENERGY COMMISSION 


THe Waite House, 
Washington, September 15, 1951. 
The SPEAKER OF THE House or REPRESENTATIVES. 

Str: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Congress 
a proposed supplemental appropriation for the fiscal year 1952, in the amount of 
$484,240,000, for the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The details of this proposed appropriation, the necessity therefor, and the 
reasons for its submission at this time are set forth in the attached letter from 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with whose comments and observations 
thereon I coneur. 

Respectfully yours, 
Harry §S. Truman. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., September 14, 1951. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

“ir: [ have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a proposed 
supplemental appropristion fcr the fiseal yeer 1952, in the amount of $484,240,000, 
for the Atomic Energy Commission, as follows: 
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“INDEPENDENT OFFICES 





“ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
“SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


“For an additional amount, fiscal year 1952, for ‘Salaries and expenses, Atomic 
Energy Commission’, $484,240, 000.’" 

The estimated cost of the Savannah River plant, now under construction in 
South Carolina, has increased to $1,180,000,000. Of this amount, $695,760,000 
has already been made available. The original estimates of cost were made 
prior to selection of a site, prior to the initiation of design work and the detailed 
determination of the scope of the project, and before the full impact of the post- 
Korean cost increases was felt. Although actual construction is still in an early 
stage, the additional funds requested are needed now to provide funds for com- 
mitments which must be made during this fiscal year and to cover the increase 
in the cost estimate. 

The existing restrictions on personal services in the Commission’s appropriation 
for fiscal year 1952 are inconsistent with the major expansion now being under- 
taken by the Commission, of which the Savannah River project is an important 
part. The recommended appropriation language assumes that the Congress will 
take favorable action on the Commission’s recent appeal for relief in the pending 
supplemental appropriation bill, 1952, from these restrictions. 

I recommend that the foregoing proposed supplemental appropriation be 
transmitted to the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
EvMeErR B. Staats, 
Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 


SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR 1952 


Chairman McKetiar. Now, Mr. Dean, I understand you have a 
general statement, and you may either put that in the record or sum- 
marize it or read it. You may do as you wish about it. 

Commissioner Dean. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like 
to-insert this in the record and then just summarize it. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GoRDON DEAN, CHAIRMAN, ATomiIc ENERGY COMMISSION 


The request for supplemental funds for fiscal year 1952 which we present for 
your consideration amounts to $273 million, comprised of $179.4 million for our 
operating program and $93.6 for our construction requirements. 

Bib. the course of our hearings before this committee last April on our 

cular 1952 budget estimates, we indicated that it would be necessary for us to 
come back to vou later in the year for supplementé ul funds. One reason for this 
was that a revised estimate of total cost for the Savannah River construction 
project was not then available and probably would not be until midsummer. 
Another reason was that our basic 1952 budget did not reflect some of the operating 
costs growing out of construction projects authorized subsequent to the prepara- 
tion of our original 1952 budget estimates. Further, since our estimates were 
based on wage and price levels prevailing on or before July 1, 1950, they did not 
reflect the increases which took effect subsequent to that date. 

The latest revised estimate for the Savannah River project was received from 
the du Pont Co. on July 24. The time required for a review of the estimate by 
our staff and the Bureau of the Budget did not permit us to include it in this 
request for supplemental funds. The review has since been completed, however, 
and the President, on September 15, transmitted to the Congress a separate 
request for a supplemental appropriation of $484.2 million for this project. 

The major portion of the funds requested in this estimate for operations is to 
cover increased costs to be incurred in fiscal vear 1952. The principal factors 
in these inereased costs are: 

(1) Inerease in the unit cost and quantities of domestie and foreign raw mate- 
rials over those provided for in the regular 1952 budget; 

(2) Preoperational and start-up costs of new facilities being constructed with 
funds provided by the First, Second, and Fourth Supplemental Appropriations 
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Acts, 1951 (our 1952 budget made provision for preoperational and start-up 
costs on a preliminary basis for some of the new projects included in the First and 
Second Supplemental 1951 Acts, while no provision was made for start-up costs 
on other projects due to the fact that operational plans had not been completed) ; 

(3) Acceleration of operating programs, including production and research and 
development phases, over that contemplated in 1952 budget; and 

(4) Wage and price increases which have taken place subsequent to the May 
and June 1950 levels used in the computation of our regular 1952 budget. 

‘Lhe request for funds under our operating program also includes some $56 
million required for obligation in fiscal year 1952 to finance costs to be incurred 
in 1953 under our major operating contracts because of the higher level of opera- 
tions now contemplated. 

With regard to the facilities being constructed with 1951 supplemental funds, 
some of those will go into operation during fiscal year 1952, while others are 
scheduled to start operations during fiscal year 1953. Prior to the actual opera- 
tion of these plants for production, it is necessary to assemble and train the 
operating crews, to procure the supplies and materials necessary to initiate and 
maintain production, to test run the plants and to do whatever debugging is 
necessary so that the scheduled production of materials from the plant will not be 
delayed. The assembling of operating crews ordinarily takes place some 6 months 
prior to the scheduled completion of construction. 

The funds requested for construction provide for (1) adjustments in previously 
budgeted projects, and (2) the construction of new projects, the need for which has 
become evident since our original submission. 

The total estimate takes into account all funds previously appropriated to the 
Commission, including the unobligated balance, on June 30 last, of 1951 funds 
which have been reappropriated by our 1952 Appropriation Act and the amount 
presently provided for the Commission in the Independent Offices Appropriation 
Act for the fiscal year 1952. 

Our mejor concern today, however, is with an issue of fundamental importance 
to the future of the atomic energy program. Necessary as dollars are to the 
expansion of our production of atomic weapons, the men to spend those dcllars 
effectively and economicelly are at least as importent. As the members of the 
Senate know, the Atomic Energy Commission has been asked during the past 2 
years to double its plant facilities and rates of production. As you also know, the 
Atomie Energy Commission constructs and operates its facilities through the 
medium of contractors. To obtain these contractors, coordinate their activities, 
and maintain the necessary technical, security, and monetary controls over them, 
the Commission needs men. It needs men of competence and experience. It 
needs them in Washington and in the field offices which under the expansion 
progrem have increased from 24 to 33. Under the present language of the Inde- 
pendent Offices Appropriation Act for 1952, it will be impossible for the Com- 
mission to maintain its present staff, much less to strengthen its staff compatible 
with the needs of the expanded program. We appreciate the motives of the 
Congress in approving the various personnel riders attached to the Independent 
Offices Appropriation Act. However, we feel it is our duty to call the attention of 
this committee to the effect of the language of this bill on the program of the 
Commission, 

This table, which we have distributed, shows the percent of our funds spent 
on the salaries and wages of AEC supervisory personnel vear by year since 1949 
compared to our operating costs and our total costs during these same years the 
percentage has steadily been decreasing. In spite of the fact that our present 
expansion program has even greater urgency than our earlier expansions, we had 
not planned to increase the percentage of our expenditures devoted to AEC super- 
visory personnel. In other words, we have attempted to be conservative in esti- 
mating the increase in our staff necessary to carry the doubling of our program. 
However, should the language of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act 
continue to apply to the Commission, we will have to begin immediately to dis- 
charge our employees and we estimate that it would be necessary to discharge 
more than 1,000 employees—about one-fifth of our preesnt staff. The direct 
savings from this reduction would amount to about one-half of 1 percent of our 
total expenditures in 1952. The losses in time, effectiveness, and economy of 
operation would be incalculable. 

Accordingly the Commission is requesting language in this Supplemental Ap- 
propriation Act to eliminate the limitation of $25,135,000 contained in the basic 
1952 Independent Offices Appropriation Act on the amount available to the 
Commission for personal services and to exempt the Commission from section 
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605 of the Independent Offices Appropriation Act 1952—generally known as tic 
Jensen amendment. These two provisions, as I have stated, have the effect of 
drastically reducing the present number of people the Commission has at t)). 
very time when the demands of the expanding atomic energy program requir: 
additional people to get the job done. ; 

Our personnel estimates for the fiseal year 1952, including the supplement» 
estimate, contemplate an expenditure of $33,405,336 and the establishment |), 
the close of the fiseal year of approximately 7,300 positions. Our present per 
sonnel strength is approximately 5,700, and our current rate of personnel expendi- 
tures is approximately $28.5 million per year. 

The $25,135,000 limitation is approximately $8 million less than the Presiden; ’: 
estimate for personal services, including our supplemental request, a personne! 
cut in dollars of approximately 25 percent. Unless this limitation is modified | 
language in our Supplemental Appropriation Act, we would be restricted to t}: 
figure of $25,135,000 for personal services in carrying out our program unde; 
both the basic and supplemental appropriation acts. As I previously indicated, 
in order to reduce our personnel expenditures to this figure, we would have {. 
institute immediately drastic reductions in force for more than a thousand of our 
present employees. 

Regarding the Jensen amendment it should be noted that in the form in whic! 
it was originally adopted by the House, the Jensen amendment would hay; 
exempted the Commission. The amendment was revised in conference, howeve: 
and made applicable to the Commission. The Jensen amendment would prohil 
the Commission from filling three out of every four vacancies occurring after Jul) 
1, 1951, and is aimed at a reduction in our personnel to 90 percent of our employ- 
ment on June 30, 1951. The precise effect of the Jensen amendment, particularly 
in relation to our supplemental estimate, is very uncertain at this time and wil! 
remain uncertain at least until the General Accounting Office, which is now eon- 
sidering some of the interpretive problems, has advised the executive agencies as 
to its proper meaning. Taking even an optimistic view as to its meaning, how- 
ever, and assuming that the Jensen amendment would permit us to fill the new 
positions contained in this supplemental request, we estimate that under the Jensen 
amendment our personnel strength by the close of the current fiscal year would be 
some 1,100 or 1,200 short of the President’s estimate of our requirements by that 
date. On a less optimistic interpretation, the figure would be some 2,000 less 
than the President’s estimate. 

We regard relief from the personnel restrictions contained in the basic Inde- 
pendent Offices Appropriation Act for 1952 as an absolute necessity if we are to 
carry out our program on schedule. 


OPERATING AND CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS 


Commissioner Dean. The request for the supplemental funds for 
fiscal 1952 which we present for your consideration this morning 
amounts to $273 millions. It is made up of $179.4 millions for the 
operating program, and $93.6 millions for the construction require- ; 
ments. We were up before you last spring and we indicated at that i 
time that it would be necessary for us to come back for supplemental 7 
funds for several reasons. One reason was that on our Savannah 
River project we did not have firm figures at that time. On July 24 ‘ 
we finally received from the DuPont Co. an estimate on the Savannah k 
River project. That was transmitted by the President to the Con- x 
gress on September 15, and it is not included in this supplemental. 
It just came in too late to catch it. 

We have not yet presented it to the House, and we probably will 
next week. 

The major portion of the funds requested in this estimate is to cover 
increased costs to be incurred in fiscal 1952. 

Senator Corpon. May I interrupt? Am I to understand that you 
are presenting another figure to the House to be incorporated in an- 
other appropriation bill? 

Commissioner Dean. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Corpon. Could you present that to the Senate while you 
are here? 

Commissioner Dean. We had not planned that. The ordinary 
procedure would be to present it to the House first, and I just waat 
to tell you that this is coming. It came in so late we could not get 
it into this one. 

Senator Corpon. The ordinary rule is that if there is a supple- 
mental ready after the bill leaves the House, you can present it in the 
first instance to the Senate. If you are going to let it go over, you 
have got a good chance you will not get any appropriation this fall. 


SAVANNAH 





RIVER 





PROJECT 








Senator MaysBank. Mr. Chairman, I was holding a hearing in 
another room, and | came over here. Would that be about the 
Savannah River project? 

Commissioner DEAN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Mayspank. That is what concerned me, just what. Senator 
Cordon said, because I am fearful of that, and hopeful that you will 
be able to finish up, because I know you want to get the appropriation 
bills up as soon as possible, and | wonder what we could do about that. 

Senator Roperrson. | would like to make this comment, that the 
Constitution requires tax bills to originate in the House, and the 
first Ways and Means Committee handled beth; the Ways and Means 
Committee handled both tax bills and the appropriation bills, and in 
this way the precedent was established that appropriation bills should 
originate in the House; and that has been followed, after the work 
was separated and a separate Appropriations Committee was created. 

But in an emergency of this kind, I cannot believe that the House 
would consider that we had in any way impinged upon their pre- 
rogatives if this is to be the only supplemental bill we are going to 
have. Goodness knows, I do not know when we will act on another 
supplemental bill. Whatever is to go into this bill ought to be 
presented to us now. 

Senator Corpon. We have three original requests before this sub- 
committee at this time, and they have never been before the House. 

Senator Ropertson. Then that settles the issue. 

Senator Mayspank. That is what concerned me, Mr. Chairman, 
and I just wanted to add to what you well know, sir, that we have 
these requests in here, and I was fearful, because I am deeply inter- 
ested in the atomic energy program. We had it in the hearings 
before the subeommittee of which you appointed me chairman, and 
at that time I think Mr. Dean and Mr. Boyer intimated they were 
voing to ask for an additional supplemental. I remember Senator 
Cordon was there at the time. And if there is to be this additional 
supplemental now, I am just thinking in their own good, and in the 
interests of the atomic energy program, which everyone in this com- 
mittee is so deeply interested in, that the sooner we get down to it, 
the less headaches we are going to have and the better ¢ ‘hance you have 
to get the funds. 

Commissioner Dean. We would be quite happy to present this 
additional supplement right at this moment. 
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AMOUNT REQUESTED 





Senator Corpon. Do you have an estimate from the Bureau? 

Commissioner Dean. Yes, sir. The supplemental request on the 
Savannah River project is $484,200,000. 

I did not plan to present this this morning, but I can tell you about 
it. Suppose I take this up first. 

Senator MayBank. We are only thinking of the time. 

Commissioner Dean. I appreciate that, Senator. 

Chairman McKe iar. Suppose you take up that item now. 

Commissioner Dean. All right. 

If I might return to what is in the present request here, and the 
reasons these items come up, as a supplemental. 

The first reason is an increase in the unit cost and quantities of 
domestic and foreign raw material over those provided in the regular 
1952 budget. We “have stepped up this program considerably. 

The second is certain preoperational and start-up costs ‘of new 
facilities which are provided for in supplemental appropriations last 
vear. 

The third is acceleration of operating programs, including produc- 
tion, research and development phases, over that contemplated in 
1952. 

And the fourth reason for this supplemental is the wage and price 
increases which have taken place subsequent to May and June of 
1950, which were the Jevels used in making our computations of the 
regular 1952 budget. 


RESTORATION REQUESTED 


One of our concerns here today is the $13,000,000 for which 
we are appealing from the House amount, which represents the 
difference between what we asked for and what the House gave us. 
Our major concern, however, is with the question of two riders which 
face us and are going to have a serious effect on our program. 

Senator Maysank. Mr. Chairman, might I interrupt there, if you 
do not mind, because this was brought up in the Independent Offices 
Subcommittee with these riders, and we took it to conference, and | 
presume one of the riders that you speak of is the so-called Ferguson 
amendment. 

Commissioner Dean. That is true; yes, sir. 

Senator Maypank. And as I understood it, first, in the Senate, we 
exempted you; and then we came back and put them in. Senator 
Ferzuson insisted upon it going back in, because we had been told 
that you all were going to have a supplemental. 

Now, I do not know what Senator Ferguson’s idea on it at this 
time is, and I do not know what the idea of the committee is, but | 
do think if you are going to expand the atomic-energy program the 
way they are going to expand it according to everything that we 
learned on the hearings in the Independent Offices, and what we 
may learn here, that some thought ought to be given to the atomic 
energy in line with the “Military” appropriations, where it did not 
apply because Senator Ferguson took the amendment out of the 
“Military.’’ And if atomic energy is not a military defense, I do not 
know what is. 
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Senator Corpon. Most of the work of atomic energy is done under 
contract; is it not? 
Commissioner Dean. That is very true. 


OPERATIONS CONTRACT 


Senator Corpon. Where oe personnel ceiling would not apply. 

Senator MayBank. They can put people under contract, and they 
do not want to put all of ins people on contract. 

Senator Corpon. But they have contracts. General Electric 
operates a contract, and Du Pont operates a contract, and Carbide & 
Carbon operates a contract, and those are contract operations and 
represent, I suppose, 90 percent of the physical operations of Atomic 
Energy Commission; all done under contract. 

Commissioner Dean. It is even more than 90 percent, because the 
ratio today is about 110,000 people in our program, including the 
employees of contractors, to the total number on our payroll, which is 
about 5,700. 

Senator Maynank. It is more than that. But Mr. Boyer made 
some statements before the Independent Offices Subcommittee, and 
| would not say I had made my mind up on it, but it made a great im- 
pression on me, and that is all I thought about, because I do know that 
certainly AEC is No. 1 in defense, to my way of thinking. 

Commissioner Dean. It is true, as Senator Cordon has pointed out, 
that the great bulk of the people in this program are contract employ- 
ees. It is also true, however, at a time when we are doubling the pro- 
gram over what we were doing a year ago, that we do need the people, 
and competent people, to supervise these contract operations, among 
other things. 

Does the committee have before it these little charts that were pre 
pared on the effect of the ceiling limitation on personnel? 

(The charts referred to are as follows:) 
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Analysis of costs by fiscal years compared to average employment and dollars 


| 
Da a ,. | Percent of AEC em- 
| | Average AEC employ ployment costs to 





ment 
™ . _| Plant and | Total costs total— 
scal ves Oper: | 
Fiscal year )perations equipment here pene ears 
| | | . | 
| | | Average | Operating | j7zA.. 
| ‘employme 7 Amount | “‘costs | Costs 
yo oe ee Re Md eth cet aa Sa Ot eS oe 
Millions | Millions Millions | | 
1949__ ak : $293. 5 $337.9 j $631.4 4,891 |$20, 578, 848 | 7.0) 3.3 
1950_- . 310.6 | 256. 1 566.7 | 4,839 | 22, 220,301 | 7.1 4} 3.9 
1951 400.8 458.9 859. 7 5,125 | 24, 955, 679 | 6.2 2.9 
1952 (estimated) 610. 0 1, 071.0 1, 681.0 6, 787 | 33, 405, 336 | 5.5 2.0 


| 
PERSONNEL LIMITATION 


Commissioner Dean. You will note on this chart this line which goes 
up from 5,709, the chart entitled “Estimated effect on personne! 
services limitation on AEC employment.’”” And under our 1952 
program, we had planned, the program authorized by the Congress, 
to reach a point of 7,356, you will notice, by the end of the year. 

Under this limitation on personnel, we must, as of October 1, unless 
this limitation of $25,135,000 is removed, drop from our payroll 1,029 
people, bringing us down to 4,780. 

The longer we postpone this, the more it is going to cost us, because 
of accumulated leave and other things that are involved in termina- 
tions. 

Now, we earnestly request this committee to remove that limitation. 

Senator Maybank. What are those people going to do? 

Commissioner Dean. They will just have to go. 

Senator MayBank. What are ‘they going to do if the limitation is 
removed? Is it going to save money for the Government? 

Commissioner Dean. May I give you one illustration of how this has 
had an effect. We had planne .d during this year to greatly expand our 
diamond-drilling program in the ¢ ‘olorado Plateau. We had planned 
to step up our staff from 85 to 138. 


EFFECT ON EXPORT STAFF 


Now, the type of key personnel involved there are geologists, and 
they are experts, and they must go out and lay out the area, and 
these men must supervise the diamond drillers, as they bring up the 
cores, and analyze them immediately, and determine whether you go 
on to a next step or whether you concentrate in this area. 

Senator Corpon. You can list the number of people who are en- 
gaged in work other than purely administrative, and we have a 
precedent here for exempting them from any ceiling on the operation. 

Commissioner Dean. This is but one example. I will see if we 
have a table that will show where all of these people are in our shop. 
That will show the type of work they do. 

If | may finish that illustration, instead of increasing the staff, we 
have not been able to expand the diamond-drilling program out there, 
because we just do not have the geologists to supervise it. So it 
really means 

Senator Corpon. Is that done by contract? 

Commissioner Dean. The diamond drilling is done by contractors. 





SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 1331 


Senator Corvon. Then it does not come under that. 

Commissioner Dean. It does, because the geologist, the man who 
maps the ground and the man who examines ‘the core, you see, from 
the core driller, and takes it over to our Grand Junction office, he is an 
AEC employee, and that is where the difference is. 

Senator Mayspank. Does he have to be an AEC employee, and 
could you hire a contractor to do that? 

Commissioner Dean, It might be done. 

Commissioner Smytu. I wonder if I could give an example, which I 
think perhaps might help to understand this question. I have just 
been out at Hanford in Washington State. I spent 2's days there, and 
| went over their whole operation with them. I had a meeting all day, 
the first day I was there, with the AEC and General Electric people, 
and I went over the whole plant. 

Now, we have to have AEC people there of both administrative and 
technical background, to guide the program and to tell the General 
Electric Co. what it is we want to do, and there are questions coming 
up continually. There was a question of certain technical difficulties 
that they have run into in the last 6 months, and the General Electric 
Co. is doing its best to solve them, but they need the cooperation of 
other parts of the atomic energy program to solve them. 

Some of the work will have to be done in other laboratories of the 
AEC. What we have there is a team of AEC people, partly adminis- 
trative and partly technical, working alongside the General Electric 
people. I do not think that any other system would work. I do not 
think we could leave the General Electric Co. people there completely 
alone and run their operations from Washington. I am sure that they 
would be extremely reluctant to have anything like that. 

Senator Corpon. This discussion seems to proceed upon the premise 
that you were not going to have anybody there. The Ferguson amend- 
ment would only cut off 10 percent of your administrative personnel 
at the limit, and you have got 90 percent left. 

Commissioner Smyru. Well, we are expanding our program by about 
two, and I think we have already had a pretty minimum staff in these 
operations. 

Senator Corpon. But when you came in this vear, the President’s 
budget indicated an expansion of personnel, and the K erguson amend- 
ment goes to the new estimate and not the old staffs. 

Mr. Boyer. The President’s budget, as it came in—the fiscal 1952 
budget—did not include some of the new stations and the new locations 
which were included in the supplemental program, where work had 
not been started on those. 

Senator Corpon. Is that what is included there? 

Mr. Boyrr. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. It is the intention of the committee to limit vou 
to the personnel ceiling with respect to the new appropriations, and 
nobody has any thought of the supplemental. 

Commissioner Dean. This is exactly what has happened. 


AUTHORIZATION OF NEW CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


Senator MaysBank. Let me add this to what Senator Cordon has 
said, and the real appropriation for the AEC is not the budget that 
the President sent up last October, because last October maybe we 
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should not even have talked about Savannah River, that was not eve: 
approved, to the best of my knowledge, and it was approved afte: ; 
the budget was sent up. And so, all of these developments ar 
entirely new, and this is the real appropriation. 

Mr. Boyer. That is true. 

Senator Maypank. Because the Paducah plant and the Savanna! 
River plant and the expansion at Oak Ridge, as I recall, you testified 
before the Independent Offices Subcommittee that when you appeare:| 
before the Budget Bureau last summer, those had not been decid 
upon; is that right? 

Commissioner Dean. That is true of about six other plants, as we'! 

Senator Maypank. I just picked out the three that you talk: 
about in the subcommittee. 

Commissioner Dean. Those are outstanding, and it also applies 
to the one at Cincinnati, for which money is in here, in this budge 
It includes the one, also, out in Denver, Colo. 


FERNALD, OHIO, PLANT 


In our appeal, you will notice we show that no personnel were pro 
vided for in the 1952 budget estimates to admmister and contro! : 
activities, including construction, at the new plant at Fernald, Ohio, 
the aircraft nuclear propulsion project, the new California ‘project, 
for the project at Boulder City, Nev., Rocky Flats, Colo., Amarillo, 
Tex., and Las Vegas, Nev. 
Senator Corpon. Did you get the money for any of those in the 
general appropriation? 
Commissioner Dean. Not in the general appropriation of last year. 
Those all came in on supplementals; did they not? 
Mr. Boyer. Yes. 
Senator Corpon. I am speaking of the general appropriation for 
this year. 
Commissio ier Dean. Yes, there are amounts in there for various 
of these, but here is one thing that has happened, to take, as an ex- 
ample, one of those facilities. At Fernald, Ohio, the estimate for that 
came in very quickly. In the whole concept of that feed plant, as « 
matter of fact—-we were encouraged by this committee to go into 
that. Senator Bridges was concerned about duplicating and diversi- 
fying the feed material lines. And so we put this one in at Fernald, 
Ohio, not as a duplicate; because we could not do our present pro- 
cessing with the present facilities and it would be necessary to take 
care of additional feed material. 
The estimate on that originally was $30,500,000. We have an 
item in here for the difference between the original estimate on tha( 
plant and what it is going to cost. ’ 
Senator Corpon. Your testimony here was that you had only a . 
guesstimate on most of them in your presentation before the com- 
mittee on your general appropriation, and I recall that. 
Commissioner Dean. That is right, and it is a reluctant admission 
Senator Corpon. You actually testified that you were not certain 
what you wanted. 
Commissioner Dean. That is true, and it changes every da) 
even the design, for example, of the piles down at Savannah River, 
every day it is changing just a little bit. 
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Senator Corpon. As an example, your Hanford proposition, where 
vou found by a slight addition of money you could increase your 
output. 

Commissioner Dean. We have an additional item in that respect, 
at Hanford. 

Senator Corpon. That is what you asked for before. 

Commissioner Dean. This is a little different. 

In this presentation, I would urge that you look to these two charts 
on the effect of both the Jensen amendment and the dollar limitation 
on our personal services, because this is going to hurt us very badly. 
In fact, it is already beginning to hurt. 


NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES 


Senator Corpon. Let us refer to the chart for a moment. You 
have a figure of 5,709 actual employment. What was the figure in 
the budget, the President’s budget estimate, as of the same time? 

Mr. Boyer. 5,924. 

Senator Corpon. Well, of that number, 592 would have been 10 
percent. 

ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL REQUESTED 


Now, what is your estimate in your supplemental for additional 
administrative forces, in numbers? 

Commissioner Dean. A total of 1,432 additional positions. 

Senator Corpon. And that is 1,432 on top of what the President’s 
request carries—or is it 1,432 on top of your 5,924? 

Commissioner Dean. It is 1,432 over what the independent offices 


bill originally carried for the 1952 program. 

Senator MaysBank. You consider that 5,709 the starting figure? 

Senator Corpon. Could you furnish this committee, reasonably 
promptly, a breakdown of your 1,432 requested, and your present 
number as in the bill? Because that is what we have got to work 
from now. We would like that divided as between administrative 
employees and technical-operative. 

Commissioner Dean. We will try to have that table in your hands 
this afternoon. 

(The table referred to is as follows:) 
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Analysis of personal services for the fiscal year 1952 





I, EMPLOYMENT 


Base budget | Supplemental | Revised total 
Activity = Pot ee IP 
| Num- Per- | Num- Per- | Num- Per 
ber cent | ber | cent | ber cent 
hetatrcaatinniaied edhe laccpet ————| —- 
Management 132 2.2} 26 | 1.8 158 | 2] 
4 dministrative services 2,017 | 34.0] 311 21.7 2, 328 31.6 
Operations : 3, 775 63.8 | 1,095 | 76.5} 4,870 | 66.3 
Technical direction 1, 091 18.4 470 32.9 1, 561 21.2 
Security 1468 | 24.9 287 20.0 |) 1,755 24.0 
Operations and maintenance 1, 216 20.5 338 23. 6 1, 554 2 
Total 5, 924 100. 0 1, 432 100. 0 7, 356 100.0 
Il. DOLLAR REQUIREMENTS 
Base budget Supplemental Revised 
estimate 
Total annual salaries, permanent positions $27, 537, 479 $6, 389, 635 $33, 927, 114 
Part-time and temporary en ip loyees, pay above basic 
rates and pay in excess of 52 weeks 1, 456, 840 1, 000, 364 2, 457, 204 
Total 28, 994, 319 7, 389, 999 36, 384, 318 
Deduct lapses 1, 066, 421 1, 912, 561 2, 978, YX2 
Estimates for personal services 27, 927, 898 5, 477, 438 33, 405, 336 
Limitation in 1952 appropriation 25, 135, 000 
Reduction __-_-__- 2, 792, 898 


DEFINITION OF ACTIVITY GROUPINGS 

1. “Management” includes the Commissioners, General Manager, operations 
office managers, and their immediate staffs. 

2. ‘Administrative services’? includes such functions as finance and budget, 
legal, labor relations, information, contract coordination, telecommunications, 
and office services. 

3. “Operations” includes those functions that are directly associated with the 
work programs of the Commission: 

(a) “Technical direction’ includes raw materiais, construction, production, 
Weapons, reactors, research, biology and medicine, and health physies and safety. 

(b) “‘Seeurity” includes personnel, physical, and information security; classi- 
fication of data, intelligence, and declassification. 

(c) “Operations and maintenance”’ includes direct activities on such functions 
as storage and surveillance of weapons, licensing materials and equipment for 
export, maintenance of common warehouses and space, distribution of isotopes, 
town police and fire fighters, ete. 


EFFECT OF FERGUSON AMENDMENT 


Senator MAYBANK. Let me get this straight again. I understood 
you to tell Senator Cordon that what you have in the budget now is 
5,709, which the Ferguson ame ndment affects. And so, you add this 
1,432 to that, and that makes 7,141; is that right? 

Mr. Watuer. The 5,709 was actual employment, and that was not 
the budget request. 

Senator Maypank. I did not ask that, and I asked you how many 
you have employed today under the present law, or the general appro- 
priation under the independent offices bill. 

Mr. Water. We have employed today, slightly less than 5,700. 
Under the present law, however, this number would have to be 
reduced by about 1,000. 
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Senator MaysBank. Did I understand you correctly? 

Senator Corvon. No. What I wanted was to get a base for a 
percentage provision on which we may be able to apply the Ferguson 
amendment, if it be deemed proper to apply it at all. It should not 
reach the technical-operative group, and it was not intended to reach 
it in other fields; and if it has been applied here, I am sure it was an 
oversight. Of course, neither House put the limitation on the Atomic 
Energy Commission in the conference. 


NUMBER OF LAWYERS 


Senator Bripces. Mr. Dean, in the House you asked for a very 
small number of lawyers. We think of your Commission as a com- 
mission of engineers, business administrators, scientists, and clerical 
help. We do not think of it much as lawyers, and I was noticing that 
you are asking for additional lawyers in the House bill. How many 
lawyers do you have, and why do you need any additional lawyers? 

Commissioner Dean. I think probably the figure you are looking 
at may be total number of people attached to legal offices, including 
secretarial help. We only have approximately 20 lawyers in the 
Washington staff. A good many of those men are tied up with patent 
problems, rather a large segment of them. I think about 6 or 7 of 
that group are in the patent field. The rest of the men divide their 
time pretty well in supervising and drafting these contracts. We have 
contract negotiations going on all of the time. If we are to do our job 
properly, and the Government’s interest is to be protected in the 
negotiations, vou have got to have lawyers in there digging away. 

Senator Bripces. You do not get an outside law firm if you are 
going into a place, to pass on a contract or to represent you? It is 
all your own? 

Commissioner Dran. That is true. 

Mr. Houuts. With the exception of some particular patent problem, 
Senator. But on contract work, representing the Government, they 
are Government employees. 


COORDINATION WITH DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT 


Senator Bripces. Mr. Chairman and Senator Cordon and Senator 
Maybank, I do not want to interrupt your train of thought, but one 
thing that is right on us now is the matter of the $60 billion of appro- 
priations for the Armed Forces. The other day, Senator McMahon 
delivered an address in the Senate in which he said om by appro- 
priating $1 billion for atomic weapons, we could save $5 billion of 
weapons that would become obsolete or were becoming obsolete. 
We of this committee know of the start we have made in that direction. 
But we are concerned that we have made an appropriation this year, 
and it is in conference between the House and the Senate now, of some 
$60 billion, a tremendous amount, as Senator O’Mahoney, who has 
just come in and who was the able chairman of the subcommittee, 
knows 

I am just wondering how far you have gone on that, and how close 
the cooperation between you and the Joint Chiefs, for example, is. 
If we can save a tremendous amount of money in the armed services 
by emphasizing the atomic program for weapons and ships and planes, 
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and so forth; and if it is true that we can do that shouldn’t we |) 
doing it, rather than expend the $60 billion military appropriation fo 
standard equipment. 

As long as Senator McMahon has raised the question, and appa: 
ently is has attracted a great deal of attention in the country that \ 
are going ahead on standard weapons, and he is inferring it is largel, 
obsolete at the time it is made, and this is a new revelation and a ne\ 
opportunity where we get more dreadful weapons and more efficien: 
weapons at a terrific saving of money, can you tell us how much ha 
been done on that and how close your coordination is with the Join 
Chiefs? 

Commissioner Dean. It is very hard to talk about capabilitic 
without getting into sensitive information. 

Senator O’Manoney. I would suggest you be the judge of what 
you want to put on the record. 

Commissioner Dean. I would say this, that during the perio 
immediately following the war, people were not thinking too much 
about delivering the next bomb. It would be some years, if eve: 
before they thought you would ever be delivering the bomb again. 
But we were making a few, and they were thinking i in those days i in 
terms of strategic delivery, thinking in terms of an aircraft that would 
fly long distances, at high altitudes, and drop a large bomb. They 
were probably thinking in terms of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, in 
which the target is a city, and many of the victims might be civilians 

In order to really knock out an enemy and go to its heart; that is 
probably what the thinking was in the early stages. 

We were limited by two things, as I see it: One was the amount 
of available ore which we could convert into fissionable material, 
and that was one thing, and this is always a limiting factor and it is 
always an uncertain factor each year. The situation is improving 
greatly in that respect. We were limited also by the fact that all 
types of planes that you might want to use could not carry the type 
of bomb that was then available, and all services could not use it. 

This meant that the people most interested in the atomic bomb in 
that period was the Air Force, and the Strategic Air Command. 

It has only been, I would say, within the last few vears that there 
has been a realization that there was a real part to be played, both 
by the Army and the Navy, as well as the Air Force, in the delivery 
of atomic weapons. ‘There was a realization on the part of our own 
people at Los Alamos that these weapons could be built. 

We have had many tests of possibilities in this realm, and it shapes 
up into smaller and lighter weapons with flexibility so that they can 
be carried by a number of aircraft. It has shaped up into the possi- 
bilities of artillery-fired pieces. 

We have today a tactical capability which is very impressive, and 
when T say “tactical,” I am not talking about the type of weapon; | 
am talking about the use of the weapon. It can be used against men 
in the field, and against military targets. 

Now, you must know that we have this capability today, and we do, 
and we could use it any place in the world, assuming you can deliver it. 
We can use it against military troops in the field. 
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RAW MATERIAL SOURCES 


This is the thinking that has been going on in the course of the 
year: the lighter and smaller weapons, and the optimism concerning 
the amount of feed material that would be available; and we have 
pushed, during the course of the last year on opening up new raw 
material sources. 

The most recent one, which promises to be somewhat low grade but 
very extensive, is in the Athabaska Lake region in Canada. We have 
multiplied the production in the Colorado Plateau area, or will next 
year, some three or four times what it was a few years ago. We have 
opened up a new source of ore in the Union of South Africa which is 
extremely impressive. 

Now, all of these things have led us to make studies inside of our 
own shop to determine how we could keep our plant and facilities 
expanded to the place where we could use up all of the foreseeable 
ore; this is really about what the program comes down to, without 
breaking our backs and our necks, economically speaking. 

We have therefore analyzed the cost in terms of men and the cost 
in terms of strategic materials, for which we compete in many in- 
stances with the Military Establishment, and we have analyzed it in 
costs of dollars, and our own energies, and everything else. We think 
that probably Senator Me ‘Mahon is right, that we could stand a con- 
siderable expansion in this field and do it profitably, because you must 
realize that for the amount of energy release that you get for each 
dollar out of a ton of TNT when measured against the amount that 
you get in fissionable material, shows that this is a much cheaper 
weapon dollarwise, much cheaper. Now, I might quarrel with the 
statement that he made where he says that you can get these down to 
the cost of a tank, but I am not sure what the cost of a tank is, it might 
not be far wrong if he said two or three tanks, and it might be that 
he is quite right, depending on how you figure costs, to get it down 
to the cost of a tank. But this is the order of magnitude, and this 
is the type of problem. 

I do not know whether I have answered your question, and it is a 
very broad one. 

Senator O’Manoney. When would they be deliverable, and what 
would you have to have, in dollars, to do the job? 

Commissioner Dean. We have many today, Senator, that are 
deliverable, a very impressive number. 


EFFECT OF ATOMIC WEAPONS ON DEFENSE SPENDING 


Senator Brincrs. The point that I am getting to here, is that 
Congress is rushing ahead and appropriating untold billions, which 
are staggering amounts to us, for national security and defense, and 
which goes into conventional, standard weapons. That in so doing 
this, we are short-sighted in not looking ahead. We could save billions 
at present, by immediately going into newer, modern types of weapons 
and planes and submarines, as contrasted with going ahead in a stand- 
ard, conventional way, and in that way we would have a nation better 
prepared, both offensively and defensively; secondly, we would be 
saving vast sums of money and taxes, and that is a proble m which I 
think bothers all of us. 
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You are our experts in the atomic program, and if we cannot turn 
to vou, who can we turn to? 

Commissioner Dean. I would answer the first part of it by making 
this rough generalization: that I think that every dollar of the 
American taxpayers’ money that you spend on the atomic energ 
program, up to the tune of approximately $5 billion additional in 
capital plant and equipment, with an allowance for approximatel\ 
$700,000,000 a vear for operating that plant and equipment, over and 
above our present program, would be dollars very well spent. 

Senator Corpvon. How would it be well spent unless they represent 
a reduction somewhere else? 

Commissioner Dean. I really am not a competent witness on that, 
because I think the military people are the only ones who can answer 
that question for you, where they would cut down. You still have to 
have aircraft to deliver these things, and you still have to have air 
bases, and you still have to have a logistic supply for airfields, and 
you may wish very badly to have aire raft flying from carriers, carrying 
these things. This is one where I am not competent to say where any 
cut should come in the Military Establishment. 

Senator Corvon. This statement of Senator McMahon’s appears 
in his address, and he is the one that I feel we should depend upon in 
the Senate as the chairman of the joint committee. 

Commissioner Dran. He is very well informed. 

Senator Corpon. He is a man that is well informed, yes. He says: 

By cutting back upon the costly weapons of yesterday and forging ahead with 
the far cheaper atomic weapons of today and tomorrow, I believe we can fabricate 
very real and very practical uranium bullets that will make our country invincible 
in full-scale war and exempt from the cold war threat of bankruptcy. 

That is the thing that I would like to get information on. I wonder 
if it is possible to substitute this more deadly weapon at a fraction of 
the cost then? If that is so then so far as I] am concerned I am pre- 
pared to pour any amount of money into it that will get it at the 
earliest possible minute; and I would pour that money in and ] 
would want to turn over here and turn off another tap from which we 
are pouring out much more. 

Commissioner SmytH. May I make a remark about the timing 
because I think that you very properly said that that is a very vital 
question. There are several stages in this kind of thing obviously. 
The first thing is to develop the prototype weapon. 

Senator BripGres. Now, certainly Senator McMahon as chairman 
of the Joint Committee of the Senate and House on Atomic Energy, 
is an outstanding United States Senator and public official. He made 
a statement yesterday about these atomic weapons. It has had a 
terrific effect on people I have talked with, and they ask the question: 
“Are you going ahead blindly with these weapons of yesterday to the 
tune of $60 billion or more, or are you recognizing that we are in an 
age of change and progress, and Senator McMahon says that you can 
save billions and billions of dollars, and what are you doing about it?” 

That is a thing that we have got to answer, and we all want to 
answer it, not only from our duty as public officials but from our 
consciences, too. It is a serious thing. 

Senator Haypen. My conscience is clear. Having listened to the 
testimony here and to the statements of Senator O’Mahoney, I do not 
want this committee to go off half-cocked. We must play safe in 
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this intervening year because we can’t take a chance of not having 
the new weapons and not having the old ones at the same time. 

Senator Corpon. You will not have either this year anyway. 

Senator HaypEeNn. We will have the capacity to asain the con- 
ventional weapons in a remarkable degree by the end of this year, if 
we want to produce them. The country will be tooled up to do that. 

Senator Corpon. But it will not be. 

Senator HaypEN. We will do it and the contracts for making that 
kind of weapon are cancellable. 

Senator Corpon. Why do it if you have got something to take its 
place, if he says he is sure and if he is stockpiling them? 

Senator Haypren. I want to see the new weapons in the hands of a 
soldier and used in battle before I believe it. There is one other thing. 
[ have read some history in my time, and the only way that wars end 
is that the man who carries his arms in his hands and walks on foot 
controls the ground. 

Senator Corpon. Take that up with Senator O’Mahoney. 

Senator Haypen. The reais is still the Queen of Battles, and 
every other service works for it. There is no substitute for the foot 
soldier. 

Senator Corpon. I have a feeling that you are better than 50 
percent right. 

Commissioner Dran. Might I suggest that it would be useful 
this committee, and we would enjoy the opportunity to do it, to come 
up here sometime when we are not talking dollars, and we can do it 
tomorrow or any day that suits your convenience, and with charts 
and tables explain to you exactly what this picture is in terms of 
which weapons. I have a feeling that I may have left the picture a 
little fuzzy and I do not like to do that. 

Senator O’Manoney. I am very glad to have you say that, siz 

Commissioner Dean. We are prepared to do that. 

Senator O’Manonery. Let me say this, and I have just been called 
to the floor, that I am very happy to have vou say that because I have 
told the military that after the enactment of this huge : appropriation 
bill, which staggers anybody that has had anything to do with it, and 
after dealing with the appropriations for the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion, Which are not equally staggering but somewhat staggering, it 
would be my intention to ask the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secre- 
tarles to come into such conferences as I held when the Subcommittee 
on the Military Appropriations was meeting. We had all of the Sec- 
retaries, as Senator Ecton and Senator Hayden will testify, and the 
Joint Chiefs at a round-table meeting at which we discussed various 
aspects of this thing. 

It is my definite feeling that the Appropriations Committee should 
not drop it the minute the bill is passed, and that we should continue 
the closest possible cooperation with the military and with the Atomic 
Energy Commission, so that we will know precisely what we are doing, 
and where we can save. 

I made some notes here that in 1951 your appropriation was 
$2.032,100.000. In 1952 it was $1.139.932,000. You had an estimate 
for this supplemental of $273 million. The House gave vou $260 mil- 
lion. There is $484 million in a new supplemental that is coming up. 
Now you add these, which would be over $750 million to what you 
have got, and you are almost equal to the entire appropriation for 
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1951, and the end is not vet. So whether you are moving in the line 
of atomic energy or in the other direction, you are moving to some 
big money. 

Senator Bripgrs. You are moving up, certainly. 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes; we are. 

Senator Corpon. To continue the quotation from the address of 
Senator McMehon: 

What I mean by an atomic Army is fewer foot soldiers, armed with rifles, more 
and more specialists equipped to fire an atomic shell wherever the enemy masses 
his troops, 
and I circled that because the enemy does not mass his troops in 
modern warfare — 


fewer mortars and more short-range guided missiles with atomic warheads. 


That is the idea that he has put out and I am getting inquiries 
about it and I would like to be able to have some information on the 
subject, and I realize how very dangerous it is for me to have too 
much information. 

Now, the Senator says further: 

Here is the way we can save from $30 billion to $40 billion of the from $60 
billion to $80 billion a vear that otherwise threatens to become the price of sur- 
vival, and for every dollar spent on atomic defenses we can save five on con- 
ventional defenses. 

The mathematics there are poor, but I think his idea is clear. 

Commissioner Dean. I think basically he is probably thinking 
in terms of TNT costs as against fissionable material costs, and this 
is one way of making or arriving at some calculations. 

Senator Corpon. Then from the whole statement you can gain an 
entirely erroneous impression. 

Commissioner Dean. If by the last statements concerning guided 
missiles and things of that type, if there is any intimation that all 
of these are today available, of course this would be erroneous. 

Senator Corpon. Already are, or “will be” available next year? 

Commissioner Dean. Some of these will be. 


USE OF PRIOR APPROPRIATED FUNDS 


Chairman McKe.uar. If we are going into war we ought to be 
ready, and we ought to know what we have. You are asking for 
more money, and it is very unusual to ask for more money just before 
the Congress adjourns. What I would like to know is what you have 
done with the money that we appropriated last year. 

Commissioner Dean. That is the reason for the session I would like 
to have with this committee to show what we have done with the 
money. 

Chairman McKeuiar. I would certainly like to have that informa- 
tion because unless I have that information I am going to vote the 
other way. 

Commissioner Dean. And I would not blame you for that. 

Chairman McKettiar. I would like to know what you have done 
with the money we gave you last year. 

Commissioner Dean. We would be very happy to show you, but 
this is in terms of the numbers and types of gadgets that are available 
for use in a war, and I think that this is what it comes down to, and 
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whether you are prepared to ask us for numbers is.one thing, but at 
least we can give you the types and whether they are today available 
or not available, and I think we can give you enough in such a presenta- 
tion so that you will be satisfied that the dollars have not been thrown 
away and that they have been very well spent. 


BILLIONS FOR DEFENSE 


Senator Bripces. We still come back to the fact that cn this 
committee, on viene shoulders fall the responsibility for the appro- 
priations for these staggering amounts for national defense, we have 
the thought going over the country and bothering us as to whether 
we are appropriating for weapons ‘of yesterday. “Now, most of the 
money we appropriate for these weapons, and partic sularly the sums 
we appropriate for airplanes, are for things which we shall receive 1, 
2, or 3 years hence. 

Now, as Senator Cordon has so well indicated, if what Senator 
MeMahon says is true, and if we are appropriating for things 1, 2, 
and 3 years hence, should not the time to stop and change be now 
instead of running headlong into these things? Yet the armed serv- 
ices have requested us to go along and they are asking more and more 
money for this thing, and then you come in here and you want more 
money, which is perfectly justified. Still, on the other hand, 
Senator Cordon has said, is the answer to our problem being able to 
lop off billions somewhere else and for a smaller amount here gain 
increased security for our country? 

It is a tough decision, and I do not know of any other experts than 
you to guide us. 

Commissioner SMytu. May I go back to the question of timing 
that I was talking about, and I think I got through the point of start- 
ing the prototypes and starting the manufacture. I do not want to 
speak for the military, but from experience in the last war in terms not 
of these particular weapons but what one generally heard of the devel- 
opment of new technical devices, it is clear that it takes quite a lot 
of time to learn how to use them, and to learn how to use them prop- 
erly, and to find out exactly what they will do in a military operation 
as distinguished from what they will do on a proving ground. 

Senator Corpon. We have a marvelous opportunity to do that. 

Senator Bripces. You would not have a better trial place than 
some of these Chinese Communists now to try them out. 

Commissioner Smytu. I suppose that that is the last stage—to build 
up your stockpile while you are doing that and you try to reorganize 
and study how you are going to use it. That seems to me that that is 
the thing, the last stage of use. 

Chairman McKe.uar. I would like to ask you what you have done 
with last year’s money. 


ATOMIC BOMB STOCKPILE 


Commissioner DEAN. A very substantial part of it lies in bombs 
which are today in the stockpile and in substantial quantities; and in 
the event this country had to go to war and made a decision to use 
them they would be most effective, I assure vou. 
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Chairman McKe.tiar. How much of your last year’s appropriation 
went into bombs? 

Commissioner Dean. A very substantial amount. 

Chairman McKextuiar. That does not answer the question; how 
much has gone into bombs? 

Commissioner Dean. Let me say this, that everything in the way 
of fissionable material which is produced in our whole program today 
goes into bombs. It is stored there, and now if you want to take it 
out and later use it somewhere else you can use it, but today it goes 
right into bombs. 

Senator McCarran. What is the process of deterioration? 

Commissioner Dean. There is no deterioration. There is an ex- 
ception to what I have said about use, and that is a certain amount of 
fissionable material goes into reactors. A certain amount of it is used 
for research and critical studies and things of that kind, but other than 
research and the small amount that goes into the reactors, the rest 
goes into bombs today—all of it. 


SOURCES OF RAW MATERIALS 


Senator McCarran. Now may I ask another question along that 
line? How are we progressing in the way of being able to furnish 
from the original source, from minerals, the materials that you need, 
at home, I mean here? 

Commissioner Dean. The Colorado Plateau is our domestic source, 
and as I indicated before you came in, Senator, next year we will be 
getting out of the Colorado Plateau some three or four times as much 
ore as we got out a few years ago. This has been a very heavily 
stepped-up program. 

Other sources are the Congo, Canada, and South Africa. 

1 would like to also show you, if this presentation idea appeals to 
you, What is involved in getting one of these bombs, and it is not an 
easy thing. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Corpon. That does not stack up with the public presen- 
tation of the Chairman of your Committee that is supposed to know, 

Senator McCarran. That is correct. 

Commissioner Dran. Ore is not easy to get. 

Senator McKeiiar. That is why I want to know what you have 
done with your money, since we appropriated a very large sum last 
year, and we have done something no other Government has done; 
we are feeding and clothing the world, and trying to get them to help 
us. I want to know what you have done with your money, and that 
is what I want to know. I think we are entitled to know, and we are 
the ones who are responsible for it. It does not make a particle of 
difference about the generals and others. The people are going to 
hold their Senators responsible, and we do not know, I do not know 
anything about it. 

1951 APPROPRIATIONS 


Commissioner Dean. Last year $400 million went into our oper- 
ations and $459 million was spent in plant and equipment. Most of this 
plant and equipment was for the production of fissionable materials, 
either piles such as we are putting in at Savannah River, or the gaseous 
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diffusion plant such as we are putting in at Paducah, and have put in at 
Oak Ridge. That is where the bulk went of our plant and equipment 
costs. 

Senator Corpon. I would like to ask one other question in the 
field opened by Senator McCarran, and referring again to the pub- 
lished statements of Senator McMahon: 

There is virtually no limit and no limiting factor upon the number of A bombs 
which the United States can manufacture, given time and given a decision to 
proceed all-out. 

Of course, “given time’’ might be the big out in that statement, 
but the impression from the statement is that ore is not a limiting 
factor. Is it? 

Commissioner Dean. Ore, of course, is a limiting factor. 

Senator Corpon. For the all-out use of atomic weapons for war- 
fare, as indicated in the statement? 

Commissioner Dean. That is very true, Senator, ore is always a 
limiting factor. 

Senator McCarran. It must be very limiting when you state it 
takes so many cars of ore to produce a bomb. 


ATOMIC WEAPONS 


Senator Cordon. Does not that add up then to an inescapable fact 
that you cannot substitute in its entirety or in any dominant degree 
atomic weapons for conventional weapons in an all-out war? 

Commissioner Dean. I think in a large degree, you could. Cer- 
tainly it is not a complete substitute, but to some degree and to a 
large extent I would say that you could, even in spite of your limita- 
tions. 

Senator Corpon. In what period of time? 

Commissioner Dean. I think that you could begin, and I would 
hate to say—— 

Senator Corpon. That is no answer. You have already begun. 

Commissioner Dean. I would say substitution might begin next 
year. 

Senator Corpon. That is not even a part of an answer. You have 
already begun, and I am talking about the substitution you say to a 
dominant degree, and when is that? Is it 2 years or 3 years or 10 
years? 

Commissioner Dran. I really think the military has to talk to this 
one, because you are asking me really to start paring their budget 
down, and I do not know where I would do it. 

Senator Corpon. I do not want you to do anything but to answer 
a question, the answer to which you should know. 

Commissioner Dran. I cannot say where you would cut. 

Senator Corpon. I am not interested in whether we cut at all or 
not, and I am just interested in what we are going to have in the field 
of which you are laboring, vour particular vineyards, with respect 
to quantity production of these weapons to a dominant degree in 
subsitution of other weapons in warfare. 

Commissioner Smytu. I think as soon as you start talking about 
substitution, then you get into the questions that are military 
questions, Senator Cordon. 

Senator Corpon. We will substitute. 


88249—51——-85 
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Senator McCarran. But the over-all substance of the Senator’s 
question is important. 

Chairman McKe.iar. Now, we made you trustees last year, and 
we appropriated all of this money for you. Surely you can tell us 
what you have done with it. 

Commissioner Dean. It has gone into bombs. 

Chairman McKeuiar. That does not mean a thing. You have 
got 2 bombs or you have got 1,000 or you have got 6 or 17, and we 
do not know what you have got, and we do not know whether you have 
got enough to fight a war or not. 

Commissioner Dean. That raises this question, Senator, that 
troubles me a little bit, and that is whether the committee ac tually 
wishes to have precise numbers of ‘weapons. 

Senator Corpvon. No. 

Commissioner Dean. If you would trust an order of magnitude 
answer, may I say that we have a very substantial number of borabs 
that have been bought by the money ‘that has been appropriated by 
this committee, and it is not a small group; it is a very substantial 
number. 

Senator McKetiar. What would be a substantial number in one 
man’s eyes would be very different in another man’s eyes. You are 
asking us to furnish you all of these sums of money, and all we are 
asking you 1s what have you done with last year’s money that we 
have given you? 

Commissioner Dran. Last year’s money, as I tried to indicate on 
plant and equipment, to producee—— 

Senator McKetuar. That does not mean a thing in the world to 
me. 

Commissioner Dean. The gaseous diffusion plants and piles have 
been the large expansion. 

Chairman McKetuiar. That does not give us any information. 
What have you got to show for it? 

Commissioner Dean. It is coming out of those plants, Senator. 

Chairman McKettiar. We do not know about it, and you are not 
willing to tell us, and you are not willing to take us into your con- 
fidence. Why should we take you into our confidence when you will 
not take us into yours? 

Senator McCarran. The answer can be laid down if we have a 
certain plant to cost a certain amount of money, and it is located so 
and so, and we have another plant that costs a certain amount of 
money that is located so and so, and it takes so many personnel to 
run that plant, and so much expense for the material. 

Commissioner Dean. I will be happy to do that. 

Chairman McKetuar. Well, give it to us. 

Commissioner Dean. Yes, sir. The gaseous diffusion plant at 
Paducah, Ky., which is now building, is a $500,000,000 job. 

Chairman McKetuiar. When will it be completed? 

Commissioner Dean. I prefer to go off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator MayBank. I was going to ask you, how much in this bill 
that you have before you, not the special bill, but this one, is for 
Paducah and Savannah River? 
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Commissioner Dean. There is only a small amount here for some 
operating expenses at Paducah; and for Savannah River there is a 
figure of something like $20,000,000. 

Senator MaysBanx. That is approximate; that is all right. 

Commissioner Dean. That is $22,000,000. It does not all go to 
Savannah River, and we have it marked there, some of it goes to 
projects that are related to the Savannah River complex, the balance 
is to take care of the first operating personnel that we will have there 
and the cost of operations of the Savannah River project. 

Chairman McKe utar. If there are no further questions, thank you 
very much. We are much obliged to you. 


AFTER RECESS 
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 


Bureau or INDIAN AFFAIRS 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. MURRAY, UNITED STATES SEN- 
ATOR FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA; ACCOMPANIED BY 
W. B. GREENWOOD, EXECUTIVE OFFICER, BUREAU OF INDIAN 
AFFAIRS 


FLAT HEAD INDIAN IRRIGATION PROJECT 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Chairman McKe.tiar. The committee will come to order. 

I will insert in the record at this point the amendment intended to 
be proposed by Senator Murray to the bill H. R. 5215. 

(The amendment referred to is as follows:) 


{H. R. 5215, 82d Cong. Ist sess.] 

AMENDMENT Intended to be proposed by Mr. Murray to the bill (H. R. 5215) 
making supplemental appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, 
and for other purposes, viz: 

On page 30, line 9, strike out the period and insert a comma and the following: 
“except that the rescission proposed for the Bureau of Indian Affairs under 
‘Construction’ shall be $4,240,000 instead of $4,340,000 as set forth in said docu- 
ment.” 


REPAIR AND CONSTRUCTION OF DRAINAGE AND SEWERAGE SYSTEM 


Chairman McKetiar. Senator Murray, will you proceed? 

Senator Murray. I have a couple of men here from the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs who will answer any technical questions in connection 
with this matter. 

It seems that years ago they built what is known as the Flathead 
Indian irrigation project out in western Montana. In connection with 
it, a drainage system was constructed. It seems that in time the 
drainage system got out of repair and meanwhile that part of the 
country was settling with new people coming in there. Most of this 
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land is now within the limits of the city of Polson, so it made it a very 
bad situation, this seepage, especially in view of the fact that there 
had been a lot of unauthorized sewer connections. 

Chairman McKettiar. On what river is that? 

Senator Murray. It is on the Flathead River. There were a 
number of unauthorized sewer connections from individual septic 
tanks that made the drainage lines very bad. The residents of the 
area have brought this situation to the attention of the board of health, 
and the board of health ordered that something should be done about it. 

As a result of the situation, Congressman Mansfield introduced a 
bill in the House, H. R. 2869, and I introduced a companion bill 
in the Senate, which provided for an authorization of an appropria- 
tion of $100,000 of nonreimbursible funds, or so much thereof as would 
be necessary to carry out these repairs. This bill was enacted some 
time ago, but at that time the city of Polson was not prepared to 
furnish its part of the funds necessary to carry out the program. 
They were required to contribute to the repairs. 

In the meantime they have gotten up a special tax levy and have 
raised the money and now have the money available, but as a result 
of the President’s message, as I understand it, curtailing these appro- 
priations, the committee is proposing to rescind the appropriations for 
the Bureau that would cut us out of this $100,000 necessary to carry 
out these repairs. 

Chairman McKetiar. Have you got a budget estimate for it? 

Senator Murray. Yes. There was provision made in the last 
appropriation for 1951 for this item. 

I have a couple of men here from the Indian Bureau who will 
explain anything you want. 

Chairman McKeE.xar. State your name, please. 


SOURCE OF FUNDS 


Mr. Greenwoop. My name is W. B. Greenwood. I am executive 
officer of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and I am appearing here at 
the request of Senator Murray in connection with the matter he has 
just discussed with the committee. 

The situation is as Senator Murray has stated. The appropriation 
was made in the General Appropriation Act for 1951. As 1t appeared 
that the city of Polson or the drainage district to be created under the 
act authorizing the appropriation would not be formed, and their 
share of the cost would not be raised during the fiscal year 1951, the 
$100,000 that was appropriated was put in the budget reserve, and 
has now been reported to the Congress for rescission. The rescission 
has been passed upon by the House. It is included in the pending 
supplemental appropriation bill now before this committee. The 
total rescission for the Bureau of Indian Affairs is $4,340,000, which 
includes the $100,000 in question. 

I think the Senator’s proposal is that the amount of that rescission 
be reduced by $100,000, so that this amount will be available for 
carrying on this necessary repair work of the drainage system. 

Senator McCarran. | have not got the picture, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to get it a little more clearly. Why is the rescission? 

Senator Murray. The rescission is the result of the President’s 
message, as I understand it. 
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Mr. Greenwoop. The rescission results from the provision of 
section 1214 of the General Appropriation Act of 1951 that directed 
the President to reduce appropriations contained in that act by 
$550,000,000. As a part of the $550,000,000 reduce ‘tion, this $100, 000 
was picked up and is now reported for rescission in the pending 
supplemental appropriation bill. 

Senator McCarran. Your amendment here reads, “Except that 
the rescission proposed for the Bureau of Indian Affairs under con- 
struction shall be $4,240,000, instead of $4,340,000, as set forth in 
said document.” 

Senator Murray. That would leave the $100,000 intact so it could 
be used for this purpose. 

Senator McCarran. In other words, it would leave the $100,000 
untouched by the rescission? 

Senator Murray. Yes. 

Senator McCarran. And that $100,000 is essential on account of 
the sewage situation, is that right? 

Senator Murray. That is right. 

Chairman McKeuuar. Are there any other questions? 

Representative MansrreLtp. May I say I was in Polson 3 weeks 
ago, and they have the sewers dug, and the earth piled up, and they 
are ina tough spot if they do not get this money. 

Senator Haypen. Let me inquire of Mr. Greenwood, there was in 
addition to the $550,000,000, a rescission of some thirty-odd million 
above that. Is that taken away, too, or is it just up to $550,000,000? 

Mr. Grrenwoop. I am not sure. 

Mr. Smiru. $572,000,000 is the total of the rescission. 

Senator HaypEN. Then the rescission amounts to more than what 
Congress directed originally. 

Mr. Smiru. That is right. 

Chairman McKe.tuar. Congressman Mansfield, do you wish to 
testify? 

Representative MaAnsrieLtp. This is urgently needed, Mr. Chair- 
man. The cold weather is coming on, the sewer is dug up and the 
municipality is in a bad fix if they do not get this assistance. 

Senator McCarran. I am at a loss to know why the rescission 
touched that item at all. 

Representative MANsFIELD. It came as a surprise to both of us. 
We did not anticipate that at all. 

Mr. Greenwoop. May I answer that question? It came about 
because this was an appropriation made for the fiscal year 1951, and 
it appeared certain that the money would not be needed for that fiscal 
year. It was not needed, as a matter of fact. It was just within the 
last 2 months—— 

Senator McCarran. Now it is needed. 

Mr. Greenwoon. Yes. 

Representative MANsrFinLp. Polson held an election and turned it 
down. They did not understand it. They held another election 2 
months ago and voted it in overwhelmingly. 

Chairman McKeuuiar. Are there any other questions, or is there 
anything further you gentlemen wish to say? 

We are very much obliged to you. 

Senator Murray. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Proposep AMENDMENTS 


STATEMENT OF HONORABLE OLIN D. JOHNSTON, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY JOSEPH E. WINSLOW, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR OF THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION, AND H. W. 
BRAWLEY, STAFF DIRECTOR, SENATE CIVIL SERVICE COM- 
MITTEE 

WHITTEN AMENDMENT 


Chairman McKer.uar. Senator Johnston, we will be glad to hear 
from you now. 

Senator Jonnston. I have some suggested amendments I wish to 
offer with respect to section 1310 of the bill. 

Chairman McKetuiar. May we put that in the record? 

Senator Jonnston. I think you can. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


ANALYSIS OF AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE NEW WHITTEN AMENDMENT IN 
Secrion 1310 OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION Biu, 1952 


BACKGROUND 


Section 1310 of this bill, H. R. 5215, is a revision of the Whitten amendment in 
the 1951 Supplemental Appropriation Act. According to the House Report on 
the 1952 bill. the original Whitten amendment was designed to: 

(1) Prevent further expansion in the number of permanent Federal em- 
plovees, 

(2) Prevent a repetition of the serious job inflation in the Federal service 
which developed during the last war, 

(3) Encourage the tren:fer of regular career employees to defense activi- 
ties, and 

(4) Prevent discrimination against individuals called into military service 
or transferring to defense work by making all replacements temporary. 

The report states that the language in H. R. 5215 continues those four require- 
ments with the following perfecting provisions: 

(1) Transfers at the same or lower grade may be made on a permanent 
rather than a temporary basis, 

(2) All rights which go with permanent status must be preserved for em- 
plovees changed to a temporary basis, 

(3) Promotions may be made only after service of at least 1 year in the 
next lower grade, 

(4) Reemployment rights in the activities from which people are trans- 
ferred to military service or defense work must be protected, and 

(5) Annual reports are required from each agency outlining actions taken 
to abolish unnecessary positions and reduce grades where positions are not 
properly classified, and comparing the number of employees and average 
grades and salaries on December 1 of each year. 


DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


It is suggested that the following changes be made in the language of section 
1310 for the reasons indicated. These changes would eliminate inconsistencies 
and overcome certain administratively unworkable provisions of the section. 


Provision in subsection 1310 (a) for permanent appointments in the transfer of 
career employees 


Subsection 1310 (a) provides that ‘‘All transfers (except at the same or lower 
grade and salary), reinstatements, or promotions to positions in the Federal civil 
service shall be made on a temporary or indefinite basis.’”’ At a later point it 
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provides that ‘Nothing in this paragraph shall operate to impair the permanent 
status of employees who are changed to a temporary or indefinite basis or to 
alter their retention status under redyction-in-force procedures from that in 
existence prior to September 1, 1950.” 

‘Lhere is a basic inconsistency in these two sentences. It is impossible to make 
promotions and transfers to a higher grade on a temporary basis and at the same 
time make no change in an employee’s permanent status or retention status under 
reduction in force procedures in effect prior to September 1, 1950. The law on 
retention status (sec. 12 of the Veterans’ Preference Act) requires that the Com- 
mission give due weight to tenure of employment in establishing reduction-in- 
force procedures. Prior to September 1, 1950, permanent employees transferred 
or promoted had the same retention status as other permanent employees already 
in the grade to which promoted or transferred. ‘Lhe effect of the last quoted 
sentence would be to give an employee promoted or transferred to a higher 
grade retention rights as a permanent emplovee in the higher grade. Therefore 
the second sentence completely contradicts the requirement in the first sentence. 

It is believed that the inconsistency can be removed while retaining the basic 
objectives stated in the House report. This would be done by extending to 
employees transferring between agencies the status and retention rights presently 
in force for employees temporarily promoted within an agency. In other words, 
a transferred employee would become a permanent employee of the new agency 
but any promotion he was given in connection with the transfer would be tempo- 
rary (as is now the case when an employee is promoted within an agency). 

This would preserve the basic objectives of protecting the rights of career 
employees, making promotions on a temporary basis, and not increasing the 
number of permanent personne There is more than ample turn-over of per- 
manent employees in all agencies to compensate for the adding of permanent 
employees to their rolls by transfer. 

‘lo maintain the stated objectives and to remove the inconsistency it is recom- 
mended that the second quoted sentence from the bill be omitted and the first 
sentence amended to read: 

“All reinstatements and promotions in the Federal civil service shall be made 
on a temporary or indefinite basis, and all permanent employees who are trans- 
ferred from one agency to another shall retain their status as permanent employees 
in the agency to which transferred at the grade or basic pay level of their per- 
manent positions in the agency from which transferred.” 

Another provision of this subsection is that ‘All transfers of permanent em- 
ployees in the same grade and salary made on a temporary basis since September 
1, 1950, shall be changed to a permanent basis as of the effective date of this act.” 
In order to give parallel benefits to (a) permanent employees, who have trans- 
ferred since September 1, 1950, and (b) permanent employees who transfer after 
the act becomes effective, this language should be changed to read, in line with 
that suggested above for transfers in the future: 

“All transfers of permanent employees made on a temporary or indefinite 
basis since September 1, 1950, shall be changed to a permanent basis as of the 
effective date of this act: Provided, That such employees shall retain their status 
as permanent employees in the agency to which transferred at the grade or basic 
pay level of their permanent positions in the agency from which transferred.” 


Provision in subsection 1310 (c) for rigid promotion restrictions 


Subsection 1310 (c) limits promotions and transfers at a higher grade by per- 
mitting such actions only when the employee has served at least 1 year in the 
next lower grade. The objective is to prevent excessively rapid promotions. 
With this basic objective we agree. However, as written, the provision is rigid 
and does not permit recognition of certain basic factors and practices that have 
been established in the Federal service and which are essential if the Government 
is to operate effectively. The subsection should be amended to give the Civil 
Service Commission, for positions in the competitive service, and heads of 
agencies for positions outside the competitive service— 

(1) Authority to permit promotions of not more than two grades in 1 year to 
positions not higher than GS-5. This provision is particularly needed during 
the present period of manpower shortages and high turn-over in the lower grades. 
Without this authority the Government would be at a distinct disadvantage in 
recruiting and retaining lower grade employees. 

(2) Authority to permit promotions of not more than two grades in 1 year in 
a particular occupation after a period of intensive training approved by the 
Commission. This would permit agencies to continue recruiting employees at 
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a trainee level in shortage occupations and, after intensive training under a plan 
approved by the Commission, to promate them to journeyman levels. 

(3) Authority to permit promotions ef not more than two grades in L-year in 
occupations in which positions normally are spaced two grades apart. This 
would recognize the sound general principle of allocating certain positions, notably 
professional and technical under the provisions of the Classification Act of 1949, 
between GS-5 and G5-11 two grades apart. Such positions are normally placed 
in grades GS-5, GS-7, GS-9 and GS-11 without recourse to the intermediate 
grades. 

(4) Authority to permit the promotion of employees to levels from which they 
were demoted or separated as a result of reductions in force. 

(5) Authority to permit promotions of an employee of an agency when there 
is no position in the normal! line of promotion in the grade immediately below that 
of the position to be filled. This would permit the promotion of an assistant 
chief of a particular unit to the position of chief when the two positions are 
properly classified two grades apart. 

(6) Authority to permit the promotions of employees reached for appointment 
on a competitive register. Federal employees as such should not be penalized in 
competing on an equal basis with other citizens for higher grade positions in the 
Federal service. 


Miscellaneous language changes needed 


1. The proviso to the first sentence of section 1310 (a) should be clarified so 
that a position made vacant by a call to military service or by transfer to a defense 
agency be required to be filled on a temporary or indefinite basis only when the 
employee leaving the position is a permanent employee. Similar clarification of 
section 1310 (6) is needed to show that reemployment rights are to be granted to 
permanent employees only. 

2. Section 1310 (c) states that the Commission shall make full use of its author- 
itv to prevent excessively rapid promotions in and outside the competitive service. 
The Commission, of course, has no authority over promotions outside the com- 
petitive service. The words ‘‘and outside’ should therefore be stricken from this 
section. 

3. Section 1310 (d) requires agencies to submit annual reports by January 1 
comparing the number of employees on the roll on December 1 and their average 
grade and salary with similar information for the previous December 1. Agencies 
would experience great difficulty in trying to reconstruct their average grades and 
salaries for December 1, 1950. They would need to resort to a very time-con- 
suming and expensive process of gathering this information from the individual 
records for each employee on the rolls on that date. However, the Commission 
has a standing requirement that agencies submit reports covering their grades 
and salaries as of June 30 of each year. It is therefore suggested that the dates ; n 
this section be changed from December 1 and January 1 to June 30 and July 31; 
respectively. 


SuGGesTEepD Revision or Section 1310 or H. R. 5215, SuppLeMENTAL APPRO- 
PRIATION Bru, 1952 


Sec. 1310. Immediately upon the enactment of this Act and until termination 
of the national emergency proclaimed by the President on December 16, 1950: 

(a) The Civil Service Commission and the heads of the executive departments, 
agencies, and corporations shall make full use of their authority to require that 
initial appointments to positions in and outside the competitive civil service shall 
be made on a temporary or indefinite basis in order to prevent increases in the 
number of permanent personnel of the Federal Government above the total num- 
ber of permanent emplovees existing on September 1, 1950: Provided, That any 
position vacated by a permanent employee called to military service or transferred 
to a national defense agency shall not be filled except on a temporary or indefinite 
basis. All reinstatements and promotions in the Federal civil service shall be 
made on a temporary or indefinite basis, and all permanent employees who are 
transferred from one agency to another shall retain their status as permanent 
employees in the agency to which transferred at the grade or basic pay level of 
their permanent positions in the agency from which transferred. All appointments, 
reinstatements, transfers, and promotions to positions subject to the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949 shall be made with the condition and notice to each individual 
appointed, reinstated, transferred, or promoted that the classification grade of 
the position is subject to post-audit and correction by the appropriate depart- 
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mental or agency personnel office or the Civil Service Commission. All transfers 
of permanent employees made on a temporary or indefinite basis since September 
1, 1950, shall be changed to a permanent basis as of the effective date of this 
Act: Provided, That such employees shall retain their status as permanent em- 
ployees in the agency to which transferred at the grade or basic pay level of 
their permanent positions in the agency from which transferred. 

(b) The Civil Service Commission shall facilitate the transfer of Federal em- 
ployees from nondefense to defense activities and encourage the retention of 
employees in defense activities, and shall provide reemployment rights for per- 
manent employees in the activities from which such employees are transferred. 

(ce) The Civil Service Commission shall make full use of its authority to pre- 
vent excessively rapid promotions in the competitive civil service and to require 
correction of improper allocations to higher grades of positions subject to the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended. No person in any executive department 
or agency whose position is subject to the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
shall be promoted or transferred to a higher grade subject to such Act without 
having served at least one year in the next lower grade: Provided, That the Civil 
Service Commission for positions in the competitive service and the head of the 
employing agency for positions outside the competitive service may by regulation 
provide for promotions of two grades in one year (1) to positions not higher than 
GS-5; (2) to positions not higher than GS-11 which are in a line of work properly 
classified under the Classification Act of 1949 at two-grade intervals; (3) to posi- 
tions in the same line of work when the employee has completed a training period 
under a training program approved by the Civil Service Commission for positions 
in the competitive service, or approved by the head of the employing agency for 
positions outside the competitive service; and (4) of an employee of the. agency 
concerned when there is no position in the normal line of promotion in the grade 
immediately below that of the position to be filled. Provided further, That this 
subsection shall not apply to any case involving an employee who is within reach 
for appointment to a higher-grade position on a competitive civil-service register, 
or being advanced up to a grade level from which he had been demoted or sepa- 
rated because of reduction in force. 

(d) From time to time, but at least annually, each executive department and 
agency shall (1) review all positions which since September 1, 1950, have been 
created or placed in a higher grade or level of difficulty and responsibility of work 
or in a higher basic pay level, (2) abolish all such positions which are found to be 
unnecessary, (3) with respect to such positions which are found to be necessary, 
make such adjustments as may be appropriate in the classification grades of those 
positions which are subject to the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, or in 
the basic pay levels of those positions which are subject to other pay-fixing author- 
ity. Not later than July 31 of each year each department and agency shall sub- 
mit a report to the Post Office and Civil Service Committees and Appropriations 
Committees of the Senate and House of Representatives concerning the action 
taken under this paragraph, together with information comparing the total 
number of employees on the payroll on June 30 and their average grade and salary 
with similar information for the previous June 30. 


CIVIL SERVICE CLASSIFICATION ACTS 


Senator Jonnston. I will try not to take up too much of your time, 
I only wish to say that on the first page of the report we are quoting 
the four recommendations that the language of the Whitten amend- 
ment purports to do. Reading from the report on H. R. 5215, it 
appears that Congressman Whitten is trying to perfect what was passed 
last year. We fear that the language he has inserted will not improve 
that which was passed in the appropriation bill last vear. 

I want to say to the chairman and this committee that last year, if 
you will recall, the Whitten amendment was placed in the appropria- 
tion bill in the House and you struck, it out in the Senate; however, 
it was rewritten and reinserted in conference. 1 think you will agree 
with me that this is a bad way to legislate. You are dealing with such 
a broad subject as all the classification acts in civil service, and matters 
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of that kind that affect so many people. However, since the damage 
has been done, we suggest the following changes in the language of 
section 1310 for the reasons indicated. 

These changes would eliminate inconsistency and overcome certain 
administratively unworkable provisions of the section. 

Now, I have it all set out here in my prepared remarks. I have 
attached to it, attachment B, the last two pages which is the sug- 
gested amendment which we think will take care of the situation at 
the present time. 

I also have with me, just to give you an idea of the trouble 
we are running into in regard to this amendment, an article from Mr. 
Kluttz, which I call to your attention. He says: 

In Government are thousands of youngsters who enter at low grades. They go 
to night school and they take training courses to equip themselves to qualify to 
be lawyers, scientists, technicians, accountants, FBI agents, etc. They are then 
free to take civil-service or agency competitive tests for the better-paying jobs. 
Those who qualify are then eligible for appointments under the present sound 
career-service principle. 

The Whitten rider would hamper this practice of self-training and promotion 
for the qualified. A grade 4 clerk, for example, who sweats and slaves to put 
himself through law school and who qualifies for a grade 7 legal job through a 
competitive test couldn’t be appointed to it under the Whitten rider. He could 
only be given a grade 5 job; he’d have to wait several years before he could get 
a grade 7. 

The grade 7 clerk, who has had valuable Government experience and who may 
be the very best man for the legal job, would have an anchor around his neck. 
But an outsider, one with no Government experience whatsoever, who qualified 
at a lower grade for the grade 7 legal job could be appointed to it without restric- 
tion. 

There isn’t an agency of any size in the Government that doesn’t encourage its 
lower-grade people to train themselves to qualify for its better jobs. The Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, for example, carefully screens its youngsters it 
appoints to its grade 5 accounting jobs. Those who get the jobs just undergo 
agency training, take college courses in banking, and pass agency competitive 
tests to get trainee bank-examiner jobs at grade 9. The FDIC system has proved 
to be most successful. 

I think you will find that my amendment will care for the situation 
in regard to this matter. It takes care of a lot of the trouble we are 
having with the present Whitten rider. It will allowa man, if they 
find him to be well trained, to go over to one of the defense agencies 
and work for them without losing any benefits he has earned through 
long service. My amendment would allow a permanent transfer to 
retain his permanent status at the new agency and require that 
hiring agency to assume the responsibility—-however, any promotion 
above his transferred grade would be temporary. 

If there is any question that you want to ask about this, I brought 
with me today Joseph E. Winslow, who is the Assistant Executive 
Director of the United States Civil Service Commission, and also Mr. 
Brawley, from the Post Office and Civil Service Committee, who is 
staff director of the Senate Civil Service Committee. I know there 
are three on this committee who have been on my committee, and 
they know them both. If there are any questions in regard to this 
amendment, either now or later, we will be glad to cooperate with 
you. But we want to help you out as much as possible. 

Senator Haypen. I think it might be helpful if the gentleman from 
the Civil Service Commission made a general statement about the 
Whitten amendment. 
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TEMPORARY SERVICE PROVISIONS 


Mr. Winstow. The Whitten amendment at the present time pre- 
vents permanent entrance into the service. All appointments and 
transfers in the Federal service at the present time under the Whitten 
amendment are on a temporary basis. Promotions today are also on 
a temporary basis. What Mr. Whitten is proposing in his new re- 
vision would be to restrict promotions to employees who had served 
at least.one full year in the next lower grade, and that particular pro- 
vision is one that will cause a great deal of difficulty in the Federal 
service for two major reasons. 

The first reason is that all of your scientific and professional and 
technical grades in the service have over the years been established 
so that there is a two-grade step-up for a scientist or a doctor or a 
technician of any kind there in the professions. This would restrict 
the promotion of those people along the normal lines that have been 
in existence for a considerable period of time. It would work a 
hardship on an organization such as the White Oaks Naval Research 
Laboratory, NACA, and organizations of that sort whose major staff 
is composed of scientists and persons of that type. 


RESTRICTION ON ACCELERATED GRADE PROMOTIONS 


The second major difficulty would be with respect to positions 
in the normal administrative set-up where you have division heads or 
bureau chiefs whose positions are normally two grades above the posi- 
tions of the assistant bureau chief or division chief. Under the pro- 
posed revision of the Whitten amendment it would be necessary for 
those men to move up only one grade while taking on the responsibility 
of the bureau or division. Normally that would not be a proper thing 
to do if the jobs are properly evaluated. 

Senator Haypen. I have been confused about the purpose of the 
Whitten amendment. If it was assumed that we were having at the 
present time a spurt in employment that ultimately would drop off, so 
that there would not be as many people employed by the Govern- 
ment, I could understand why you would say all these appointments 
are temporary. I think that is the reason we did it during the war. 
You know it is necessary to build up during the war, but you know it is 
going down again. Perhaps it is better to give a man a temporary 
appointment under those circumstances. But we are not in a war 
now 

Senator McCarran. What did you say? 

Senator Haypen. I said we are not in a war now, technically at 
least. I do not know how much the build-up is or whether that was 
good reasoning in the first place. Ifa person is qualified for a position, 
and the position carries a certain salary, why does not he qualify for 
good when he is about it. You can always lay him off just as easily if 
he is a permanent employee as you can a temporary employee. 

Senator Jonnston. Our amendment takes care of that situation. 





PERSONNEL TRANSFERS 


Mr. Wrnstow. Senator, may I say this: We think in the Civil 
Service Commission that the objective Mr. Whitten had in making 
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all these appointments temporary and promotions by and large 
temporary and transfers generally temporary makes good sense. 
Our difficulty during the last war and the cut-backs that followed 
that, or during an emergency period during a build-up—and our 
build-up today is somewhere in the neighborhood of 600,000 people— 
when you begin cutting those persons ‘back, if they have permanent 
civil-service status, that additional 600,000, you really have problems. 
Those folks will be up on your doorstep saying, “I have permanent 
civil-service status; can’t you help me get placed i in a permanent civil- 
service job?” Those folks today are “under a temporary basis, and 
generally should be, but what we think makes some good sense is that 
in the case of a permanent employee who transfers from one agency to 
another agency, that that transfer be allowed to be made a per- 
manent transfer at the grade which he held in the agency from which 
he transfers. Any promot ion would be temporary. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, the information I gather from the 
amendment and the administrative questions that have arisen con- 
cerning that provision in the act is that it makes it most difficult to 
administer, and that it is an unjust provision in the act, and has 
worked some hardships on veterans that the act had never intended 
to cover. 

Therefore, I believe that it should be studied, and I think it should 
be amended in such a manner so as to overcome those administrative 
difficulties that we know have existed. 

Senator McCarran. When was it put in? 

Senator Jounston. My committee has worked on this with Mr. 
Winslow, and we think we have the kind of amendment that will 
protect the Government and at the same time not do too much 
injury to the permanent classified Federal employee. 


AMENDMENT OF WHITTEN RIDER 


Senator Ecron. Can you amend it or should it be stricken out, 
period? 

Senator Jounston. As far as our amendment is concerned, I think 
it is all right. We have to place some restrictions on the situation 
or we will run into the same serious trouble that we experienced 
during World War II. 

Senator McCarran. When was it put in? 

Senator JoHNston. Last year. 

Senator McCarran. Why was it not brought up in one of the 
regular appropriation bills this year? 

Mr. Winstow. The information that we had, Senator, was this: 
We have discussed most of these changes with Congressman Whitten. 
Congressman Whitten wanted additional time to work on it, aad see 
if he could not get it perfected. He put it in the supplemental 
appropriation bill, which the House has passed, and still we believe 
there will be difficulty in administration. 

Senator Toys. It was enacted last September. 

Senator Jonnston. That is right. 

Senator Tuyen. In the first appropriation bil as of this year. 
They have not had enough experience with it so that they knew the 
full difficulties that were entailed. I think that in the course of this 
summer, they have been getting the full effects of the difficulties. 
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Senator McCarran. Has Congressman Whitten been consulted in 
the preparation of this? 

Mr. Winstow. No, sir. 

Senator McCarran. How does he stand on it now? 


QUESTION OF GRADE PROMOTIONS 


Mr. Winstow. Chairman Ramspeck and I talked with Congress- 
man Whitten last week, Senator, and he told us that as far as the 
question on the two grade promotions, which I mentioned a moment 
ago, is concerned, he felt that some perfecting language ought to be 
added so that it would not cut out the opportunity for the scientists 
and professional men to get the promotions which they normally 
would get. He does have some question with respect to the proposal 
we have made on permanent transfer at the man’s present grade. 
But I would like to point out that if you analyze Congressman 
Whitten’s amendment carefully, the amendment argues against itself 
in one place. I think you will find in the statement which Senator 
Johnston has given you, at the top of the second page: 

In one section it provides that all transfers except at the same or lower grade 
in salary, reinstatements, or promotions to positions in the Federal Civil Service 
shall be made on a temporary or indefinite basis. 

At a later point there is the proviso: 


Nothing in this paragraph shall operate to impair the permanent status of em- 
ployees who are changed to a temporary or indefinite basis or to alter their reten- 
tion status under reduction in force procedures from that in existence prior to 
September 1. 


OBJECTIVES OF AMENDMENTS 


What we are proposing here is an attempt to get that particular 
provision worked out so that it will protect the veteran and will pro- 
tect him against any permanent assignment to his job while he is ip 
military service, and also in reductions in force against persons who 
might have transferred into the agency being considered in a reduc- 
tion in force, and on a permanent basis at the higher level. 

So we would restrict his permanent status in the new agency to the 
same grade which he held at the time of transfer. He was a perm- 
anent employee to start with, that is, these people we are dealing with. 

Chairman McKe.uar. | think the Congressman ought to have 
been consulted anyway. He is still in the House, is he not? 

Mr. Wrnstow. Yes, sir. 

Senator Haypren. He will be a conferee on this bill. 


HOUSE REPORT 

Senator McCarran. I notice the report on this bill, H. R. 5215, 
says: 

Section 1310 is a revised version of the so-called Whitten amendment adopted 
last year. Section 1312 is a revised version of language carried in the Third 
Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1951, authorizing the use of regular personnel 
and funds for national defense activities. 

Then it goes on to analyze and says: The original Whitten amend- 
ment was adopted last year, and so forth. There is quite an analysis 
in the report. What is the matter with that analysis? Have you 
sought to meet that analysis? They seem to justify it here. 
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Mr. Winstow. They have met it. I think part of the problem, 
Senator, is that frankly I do not think they are quite sure of what that 
language really does. As I inicated, if you were to take a proposal 
such as this amendment here in conference, that you will find Mr. 
Whitten would be very happy to discuss some of the problems in it. 
Actually of course we would prefer that the amendment would not 
be in at all. We feel we have enough authority on our own to invoke 
restrictions. 

Senator McCarran. That is what it says here. 


The original Whitten amendment was adopted last year to prevent further 
expansion in the number of permanent Federal employees, 


Mr. Winstow. That is correct. 
DIFFERENCE OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS AND WHITTEN RIDER 


Senator Jounston. I think our amendment does all that is con- 
tained in the report. We only differ with Whitten in the language of 
the amendment. The language of my amendment would permit this 
thing to be properly administered and eliminate most of the discrimi- 
nation and inequities of the language as proposed by Whitten. 

Senator McCarran. It says it 1s recognized that some of these 
provisions could be put into effect without legislation. However, 
the failure of the Civil Service Commission, and other responsible 
Federal agencies, and so on. 

Mr. Winstow. May I comment on that, Senator? 

Senator McCarran. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Winstow. You had a different chairman on the Civil Service 
Commission a year ago than you have at the present time. I think 
you will find that Chairman Ramspeck is 100 percent in favor of 
ceeping down any permanent expansion of the Federal Government. 
I think if you check on what he has said several times that would be 
true. 

I also think and know from my experience in working with him that 
in the last 4 or 5 months he has been very much interested in keeping 
down overinflated classifications. He personally looks at every single 
case that is approved in grades 16, 17, and 18, for example. He 
wants personally to consider the individuals proposed for those 
positions. } 

I would submit that you would have today a different situation with 
Mr. Ramspeck than you had in the past. 

Senator McCarran. There is not any doubt about that. 

Senator Jonnston. It might be well to read this amendment we are 
offering. It is plain what we do. 

Senator Ecron. I think you ought to read it. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Senator Johnston. I think it would probably be well to do that. 
Here is the suggested revision that we offer: 


Sec. 1310. Immediately upon the enactment of this Act and until termination 
of the national emergency proclaimed by the President on December 15, 1950: 

(a) The Civil Service Commission and the heads of the executive departments, 
agencies, and corporations shall make full use of their authority to require that 
initial appointments to positions in and outside the competitive civil service 
shall be made on a temporary or indefinite basis in order to prevent increases in 
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the number of permanent personnel of the Federal Government above the total 
number of permanent employees existing on September 1, 1950: Provided, That 
any position vacated by a permanent employee called to military serivee or 
transferred to a national defense agency shall not be filled except on a temporary 
or indefinite basis. All reinstatements and promotions in the federal civil service 
shall be made on a temporary or indefinite basis, and all permanent employees who 
are transferred from one agency to another shall retain their status as permanent 
employees in the agency to which transferred at the grade or basic pay level of 
their permanent positions in the agency from which transferred. ll appoint- 
ments, reinstatements, transfers, and promotions to positions subject to the 
Classification Act of 1949 shall be made with the condition and notice to each 
individual appointed, reinstated, transferred, or promoted that the classification 
grade of the position is subject to post-audit and correction by the appropriate 
departmental or ageney personnel office or the Civil Service Commission. All 
transfers of permanent employees made on a temporary or indefinite basis since 
September 1, 1950, shall be changed to a permanent basis as of the effective date 
of this Act: Provided: That such employees shall retain their status as permanent 
employees in the agency to which transferred at the grade or basic pay level of their 
permanent positions in the ageney from which transferred. 

The reason we dated that back is so we would have them all in the 
same status in civil service. 


PERSONNEL TRANSFER PROVISION 


Senator Haypen. Let me ask about that first paragraph. A man is 
transferred from the Department of the Interior, say, over to a defense 
agency. The way it is, he loses his permanent status. 

Now, you say he would retain that in the agency to which he goes. 
If he gets a promotion over there above that status, it is not permanent. 

Senator Jounston. His promotion would be temporary. He can 
only come back at the grade he left. 

Senator McCarran. If he comes back to Interior, he comes back 
at the grade he left. 

Senator JoHNsToN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Haypen. If he stays in the outfit he is in, if it should become 
permanent, he does not have a permanent status above that grade. 
Anything he got in the emergency does not count. I think it is good. 

Senator McCarran. It is good except for this thought. Suppose a 
fellow transfers out of Interior and goes to a defense agency, and is in 
there for quite a while, and during that time promotions ir the Interior 
go on which he would have enjoyed if he had remained in the Interior. 
In other words, he would have gone up. Now he comes back away 
down where he left off, and has lost 4 or 5 years, and the promotions 
in there. 

Mr. Winstow. That is a risk he takes in going to the defense 
agency. There is no way that we know of that you can compensate 
him for that. He would get credit toward any further promotion for 
the experience he had gotten, but he would not go back in any grade 
above that he held at the time of transfer. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT—continued 


Chairman McKe.iar. Are there any further questions, gentlemen? 
Senator Jonnstron. I go on here. [Reading :| 


(b) The Civil Service Commission shall facilitate the transfer of federal em- 
ployees from nondefense to defense activities and encourage the retention of em- 
ployees in defense activities, and shall provide reemployment rights for perma- 
nent employees in the activities from which such employees are transferred. 
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(c) The Civil Service Commission shall make full use of its authority to prevent 
excessively rapid promotions in the competitive civil service and to require cor- 
rection of improper allocations to higher grades of positions subject to the Classifi- 
cation Act of 1949, as amended. No person in any executive.department or 
agency whose position is subject to the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
shall be promoted or transferred to a higher grade subject to such Act without 
having served at least one year in the next lower grade: Provided, That the Civil 
Service Commission for positions in the competitive service and the head of the 
employing agency for positions outside the competitive service may by regulation 
provide for promotions of two grades in one year (1) to positions not higher than 
GS-5; (2) to positions not higher than GS-11 which are in a line of work properly 
classified under the Classification Act of 1949 at two-grade intervals; (3) to posi- 
tions in the same line of work when the employee has completed a training period 
under the training program approved by the Civil Service Commission for positions 
in the competitive service, or approved by the head of the employing agency for 
positions outside the competitive serviee; and (4) of an employee of the agency 
concerned when there is no position in the normal line of promotion in the grade 
immediately below that of the position to be filled: Provided further, That this 
subsection shall not apply to any case involving an employee who is within reach 
for appointment to a higher grade position on a competitive civil-service register, 
or being advanced up to a grade level from which he had been demoted or separated 
because of reduction in force. 


MILITARY SERVICE PROVISION 


Senator HaypreNn. Let me get that clear. What these last excep- 
tions are designed to do is that it gives the man in the service the 
same break as the man entirely outside of it who takes an examination. 

Senator Jounsron. That is right. 

Senator HaypeNn. It does not give him any advantage, but it gives 
him the same break, is that right? 

Senator McCarran. Does that mean he goes up while he is in the 
service, that is, he is promoted? 

Senator Jonnsron. In the agency he is assigned to, yes, but it is 
only temporary. 

Senator McCarran. Suppose a fellow leaves the Interior Depart- 
ment and goes into the military service. Promotions take place while 
he is gone. Does he get the benefit of those promotions when he 
gets back? 

Mr. Winstow. Under the Veterans’ Preference Act no permanent 
appointmen? could be made to fill his position while he was in the 
service. 

Senator McCarran. That is the position he left. 

Mr. Winstow. That is correct. And he would get credit toward 
promotion for the period that he served in the military service. 

Senator McCarran. Let us visualize a fellow in the Interior 
Department who goes into the service, and is in there 2 years or more, 
and in the meantime promotions take place. He would have been 
promoted if he had remained in Interior. Does he lose those pro- 
motions when he gets back? 

Mr. Winstow. He does not lose them, Senator. He does not get 
them. 

Senator McCarran. If he does not get them, he loses them. 

Mr. Wrinstow. Just a moment. He has a permanent status in 
the agency at the grade he left for the military. 

Senator McCarran. That is the best you can say for him? 

Mr. Winstow. That is the best you can say for him. But the 
man who filled his position, no matter where he came from, if he was 
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promoted or came from the outside, would be in there on a temporary 
basis and would be displaced by the returning veteran, and could not 
have been promoted above him on a permanent basis. 

Senator Jonnston. You mean veteran, or employees who go to a 
defense agency? 

Senator McCarran. I was dealing strictly with a fellow in the 
military service in uniform as a soldier. 

Senator Jounston. Yes. 

Senator Haypen. If at the time the promotion was based on the 
length of service, does the time he puts in in the military service or 
defense service count toward that when he gets back? 

Mr. Wrinstow. No, sir. 

Senator Jounsron. There is no law on the statute book that gives 
him credit now. 

Chairman McKetiar. Does this have the approval of the Com- 
mission? 

Senator McCarran. Somehow I had the idea in the Second World 
War when a fellow was in the military service in uniform, I had this 
idea without looking it up, when he came back, if the place that he 
had had been promoted in the meantime, if he would have been pro- 
moted by remaining where he was, that he would get the benefit of 
that promotion when he came bavk. Is that correct? 

Mr. WINstow. Senator, I do not want to answer that one offhand. 

Senator McCarran. I do not know. 

Senator Ecron. | was under that impression, too, that is, his 
military service applied on the time which would entitle him to 
promotion. 

Mr. Winstow. That is correct. During World War II, that is 
vorrect. 

Senator McCarran. Now let us apply it to this. 

Mr. Winstow. The situation at that time was a little bit different 
when it started out. He did get that credit. You will recall that it 
was not until 1942 that the appointments in the service were put on 
so-called war service or temporary basis. During the period from 
1940 on, during the build-up, he was getting passed over every time. 
He did not get his promotion. There was provision for doing that. 
That is not true today. 

Chairman McKetuar. Does this have the approval of the Civil 
Service Commission? 

Mr. Winstow. Yes, sir; it does. 

Chairman McKe .uar. Is it in the record? 

Senator Jounston. He is the assistant director. 

Chairman McKetuar. Has your Board passed on it? 

Mr. WINs.Low. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jonnston. Mr. Brawley has been working with him from 
the committee. We think that these amendments we have been read- 
ing do practically what the Whitten amendment endeavored to do, 
but it does it in such a way that it will not do any irreparable injustice, 
although there may be some that you called attention to, like the 
veterans. 

Mr. Winstow. That particular provision is not touched in the 
present amendment or the Whitten. 


88249—51 86 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT (CONTINUED) 


Senator Haypren. What is the last one? 

Senator JOHNSTON (reading): 

(d) From time to time, but at least annually, each executive department and 
agency shall (1) review all positions which since September 1, 1950, have been 
created or placed in a higher grade or level of difficulty and responsibility of work 
or in a higher basic pay level, (2) abolish all such positions which are found to be 
unnecessary, (3) with respect to such positions which are found to be necessary, 
make such adjustments as may be appropriate in the classification grades of those 
positions which are subject to the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, or in 
the basic pay levels of those positions which are subject to other pay-fixing 
authority. Not later than July 31 of each year each department and agency 
shall submit a report to the Post Office and Civil Service Committees and Ap- 
propriations Committees of the Senate and House of Representatives concerning 
the action taken under this paragraph, together with information comparing the 
total number of employees on the payroll on June 30 and their average trade and 
salary with similar information for the previous June 30. 


ANNUAL REPORT PROVISION 


Mr. Brawiey. The present Whitten rider, the one in the supple- 
mental bill before you right now, requires this report every 3 months. 
It is just impossible to do it ever v 3 months. 

Senator Jounston. We think we have done it in a better way. 

Mr. Wrinstow. There is one other point in the last provision. The 
revision of the Whitten amendment is almost identical with this, 
except for the date, and it provides that this report shall be submitted 
not later than January 1 of each year. The reason for the June 30 
date we are suggesting is that it would give a full year, that is a full 
fiscal year. In other words, the full fiscal year that the appropria- 
tions are available and it conforms to the regular reporting system in 
the agencies, and not make a special report. It would provide the 
same information, bu not on a current basis, with respect to the 
appropriation. 

Chairman McKeuuiar. Do you not think this is legislation that 
your committee ought to pass on? 

Senator Jounston. We definitely think that. The only reason I 
am here is to try to get you to approve a workable amendment since 
the initial damage has already been done. 

Chairman McKe tar. It seems so lengthy that I do not know what 
it might do. 

Senator Jonnston. We have had so many complaints on the Whit- 
ten rider put on before that we have been giving it some study in 
my committee. This is the proper amendment if the section 1310 is 
to remain in the bill. 

Senator Haypen. The House has opened the door and has legis- 
lated. You want to amend the legislation of the House? 

Senator JoHNsTON. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKe tuar. All right, sir. Any further questions? If 
not, we are much obliged to you, gentlemen. 

Senator Jonnston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


3 
ES 
y 
4 
At 
Ee 
ish 





oe 
wo 








4 
4 


SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 1361 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES I. STENGLE, LEGISLATIVE REPRE- 
SENTATIVE OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES 


WHITTEN AMENDMENT 


Mr. Stencie. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles I. Stengle, 
legislative representative of the American Federation of Government 
Employees. 

I am not unmindful that this committee has been hard at work for 
some months, and I do not propose to add to your troubles. There- 
fore, I ask to have submitted for the record a statement concerning 
the Whitten amendment. 

Chairman McKetuar. Without objection, it will be put in the 
record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES TO 
THE SENATE APPROPRIATION COMMITTEE ON SECTION 1310 (WHITTEN AMEND- 
MENT) OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL FOR THE FIscaAL YEAR 
1952 


I am Charles I. Stengle, legislative representative of the American Federation 
of Government Employees. 

The organization which I represent is opposed to the so-cated Whitten amend- 
ment in its entirety as it has been in operation for nearly a year, because we 
believe that whatever acceptable purpose it might serve could have been achieved 
without endangering the status of Federal employees having many years of 
service and without disrupting sound personnel procedures to the extent it has. 
The so-called Whitten amendment was enacted last year as section 1302 of the 
Supplemental Appropriation Act for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951. The 
proposed continuation of that provision appears as section 1310 of H. R. 5215, 
the supplemental appropriation bill for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, 
which has been passed by the House and is now awaiting action by the Senate. 

We would like to see this provision stricken from the bill, and in the course 
of this statement I shall indicate the objectionable features of this provision. 
While section 1310 in the bill under consideration is so written that it removes 
some of the objectionable features of the existing law, it is still totally 
undesirable for the reason that it attempts to write into legislation specific 
details of administrative operating procedure, a practice which inevitably 
detracts from good administration rather than improves the actual operation 
of any governmental organization. The ostensible objective of this provision 
was to limit the number of employees on the Government payroll and to make 
certain that employees added to the rolls during a period of national emergency, 
would not be employed in such a way as to increase the size of the permanent 
civil service as of September 1, 1950. 

The Whitten amendment went far bevond these objectives and made it difficult 
and at times impossible for career employees of the Federal Government to be 
moved to other positions in which they could make a more valuable contribution 
to the conduct of the Nation’s business because they were unable to transfer 
without losing their current permanent status. All personnel transactions such 
as appointment, reinstatement, transfer, promotion, or demotion were required 
to be made on a temporary basis. This defeated any good purpose which may 
have been accomplished by restricting the movement of personnel within the civil 
service, because it introduced fear, uncertainty, and dissatisfaction into Govern- 
ment employment at a time when the United States needed the devoted and 
unselfish service of every one of its employees. I shall not attempt to burden 
the subcommittee with a discussion of the Whitten amendment as it operates as 
a part of the supplemental appropriation act for the current fiseal year, except 
as it is necessary in connection with my comment on the provision as it appears 
in the 1952 bill. 

The proposed version directs the Civil Service Commission and the executive 
agencies of the Government to make full use of their authority to require that 











1362 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 


initial appointment to civil-service positions shall be made on a temporary or 
indefinite basis, the indicated purpose being to maintain the total number of 
permanent employees as it was on Septerhber 1, 1950. As an organization com- 
mitted to the improvement of the Government service, we do not believe that 
there should be unnecessary employees on the Government payroll, but we do 
believe that the determination of what constitutes the necessary number of em- 
ployees is a matter of good administration and is closely related to the performance 
of the functions required of the various governmental agencies. The Whitten 
amendment attempts to say how many employees should be on the Government 
payroll without reference to the number of important functions which the Con- 
gress has required the various agencies to perform. It attempts to fix a hard 
and fast limit to the number of employees on a certain date. The very arbi- 
trariness of this action should indicate the faulty premise on which it is based. 
There are means and methods already available to prevent overexpansion of 
the civil service without doing an injustice to the employees who have served the 
Government so well for so many years, or without making it impossible in some 
cases for the Government to attract worth-while persons to a Government career. 
Every function which an executive agency of the Federal Government is required 
to perform is dependent upon a congressional enactment. If the Congress reaches 
the conclusion at any time that an agency is performing functions which seem to 
be unnecessary or undesirable, it is wholly within the power of the legislative 
authority to withdraw those functions or even to abolish the entire agency. Thus 
the Congress can make certain that an agency is not performing unnecessary 
duties by taking positive legislative action to limit or reduce its functions. ’ 
Congress can see to it that agencies do not overexpand by careful scrutiny of 
their budget estimates on which are based the annual appropriation bills. No 
agency can employ personnel or purchase equipme™t unless funds for that purpose 
have been authorized by Congress. Hence it requires no Whitten amendment to 
delimit the operations or restrict the number of employees of any Federal agency. 
There are two provisions in section 1310 (a) of the bill which are inconsistent 
with each other and which are inoperative if both remain as presently worded. 
The first, beginning on line 4, requires all transfers at a higher grade and all 
reinstatements or promotions to be made on a temporary or indefinite basis; but 
a further statement, beginning on line 17 of the bill, is intended to prevent any 
change in the retention status under reduction-in-force procedures in effect 
prior to September 1, 1950, of employees whose permanent status may be changed 
to temporary or indefinite. The inconsistency is that a transfer to a position in 
a higher grade on a temporary basis necessarily must result in a change in retention 
status. Under the procedures in effect prior to September 1, 1950, the per- 
manent-status employee would have been in the highest-retention group A. At 
present the retention group PA is comparable to the former group A. However, 
the permanent-status employee who transfers to another position within the same 
agency at a higher grade would be included in group TA, the next group below 
PA, and necessarily subordinate to the former group A, although he retains his 
status as a permanent employee. If the transfer were to another agency, the 
employee would come within retention group X because his transfer must be tem- 
porary, thus requiring him to have a still lower retention status. In either 
case it would not be possible to comply with the forepart of subsection (a) and 
make transfers on a temporary or indefinite basis and preserve the retention status 
of the employee as it was under procedures in effect prior to September 1, 1950. 
Subsection (c) is designed to prevent too rapid promotions. Its effect will 
be to encourage the filling of higher grade positions from the outside rather than 
by promotion. Under some conditions, it may be desirable and equitable to 
retard positions, but in any event it can be done by regulation and should not be 
specifically written into law. This is another instance of Congress invading the 
administrative field by including a detailed operating instruction in the law, a 
practice which is likely to impede rather than improve the smooth operation of 
the civil service. It fails to recognize that conditions are not completely uniform 
throughout the Government service and that attempts to correct a few inequities 
may result in inefficient business practices and hardship to many more individuals. 
This provision would make it impossible for an employee who obtained special 
training in the service to receive immediate recognition of his effort. The em- 
ployee in grade GS-3, for example, who studied law and who thereby qualified 
for a grade 5 or grade 7 position, could not be promoted to that higher position 
unless he had served at least 1 year in grade GS-4, “the next lower grade.”” Here 
the penalty falls on the person already in the service, because there is no bar to 
filling the higher-grade position with a person outside the Government service. 
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Under the Classification Act of 1949, positions that were in grades comparable 
to the former professional schedule in the 1923 act are classified two grades 
apart. A promotion from grade GS-7 would be made to GS-9 rather than 
GS-8, because GS-7 is comparable to the old P-2 and GS-9 to the old P-3. 
However, the next lower grade under this provision would apparently need to be 
GS-8. 

The most objectionable feature of the Whitten amendment is its effect on the 
career civil service. The ostensible objective is to prevent overexpansion of the 
permanent civil service beyond its siz2 as the defense mobilization program was 
getting under way in September of last year. However, there is no need or excuse 
for attempting this at the expense of the carzer employee. Whatever movement 
he may make for his advancement will change his status, though he retains his 
tenure as a permanent employee if he remains within the same agency. Over a 
period of several vears, as a permanent employee moves into a position in a 
higher grade, or as his own position is reallocated into a higher grade, his security 
is lessened because in the event of a reduction in force it may be necessary for him 
to surrender the position to which he has been promoted. The permanent tenure 
which he maintains applies only to the position from which he has been promoted. 
This does not preserve the permanent civil service in a status quo. Instead, it 
will appreciably reduce it. The Whitten provision directs the Civil Service Com- 
mission and the executive agencies to hold initial appointments made on a perma- 
nent basis to a minimum. Such appointments are being made only at the rate of 
1 percent, which is far below that needed to maintain the career service at the 
point it was a year ago in view of the fact that the number of employees who quit 
their jobs in continental United States during the calendar vear 1950 was 10 per- 
cent of the average Federal employment in that period. This figure relates onlv 
to those who quit outright. It does not account for a still larger number who left 
their jobs for other causes such as reduction in force, discharge, or entrance into 
the military service. 

Placing such a great number of personnel changes on a temporary or indefinite 
basis is an injustice to the individual, regardless of how long the policy will last, 
but when it is to continue for an indefinite period it becomes a serious threat to 
the maintenance of a sound civil service and to the possibility of continuing it on 
a career basis. 

We object to any legislative action which will modify the status or tenure of a 
permanent employee so that he becomes temporary or indefinite because of a 
transfer, reinstatement, or promotion. Since the Whitten amendment was 
enacted last year, there have been instances of grave injustice to employees who 
found themselves in the temporary or indefinite category because they were 
temporarily removed from active duty by reason of seasonal changes in the need 
for their services or because an institution or installation was disco tinued and later 
reactivated. Permanent employees also may have their tenure *hreatened when 
agencies are merged, transferred, or abolished. Adequate provision should be 
made to avoid such changes of tenure or status which place permanent employees 
at a disadvantage. 

The entire section 1310 of the bill is to continue in effect “until termination of 
the national emergency proclaimed by the President on December 16, 1950.” 
No one knows when it will be possible to terminate the present emergency period. 
There is every indication that it will not end soon, and that expectation has been 
confirmed by our national leaders. 

In his midyear economic report to the Congress in July 1951, President Truman 
made this comment: ‘‘We are engaged in a long-term effort. The need for mili- 
tary strength did not begin with the Korean war. Nor will it end when and if 
the fighting in Korea ceases.” General Marshall, while Secretary of Defense, 
expressed the opinion that the best this country can expect is 10 more years of 
tension. A few months ago Gen. Omar Bradley, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, said that ‘‘the conditions under which we labor may persist for 10, 15 or 
20 years.”’ 

The very nature of the circumstances which dictated the emergency can lead 
only to the conclusion that no one can forecast the trend of world affairs. It is 
clear, therefore, that a modification of civil-service procedure geared to condi- 
tions which may continue indefinitely into the future is definitely undesirable. 
The Whitten amendment is objectionable on several grounds. It attempts to 
legislate on purely administrative matters, modifies civil-service procedure for 
emergency purposes when the emergency may last for years, and threatens to 
remove incentive from Government employment at a time when every effort 
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should be made to improve the civil service and attract to it the very best type of 
employee. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to present our views on the 
bill under consideration. 


OPPOSITION TO WHITTEN RIDER 


Chairman McKe tar. Are you for it or against it? 

Mr. STeNGLE. I| am against it. 

Chairman McKe .uar. Do you have anything to say about it, or 
do you just wish to file the statement? 

Mr. Srencie. Upon the condition that you read the statement, I 
just wish to file it for the record. 

Senator Haypren. I might state, Colonel Stengle, that there have 
been some suggestions received by this committee from the Senate 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service suggesting that, if the 
House amendment is to stay in at all, they could improve it. 

Mr. Stencie. My statement indicates how to do it. 

Senator Haypren. Your statement indicates that you would like 
to have the whole thing stricken out. Do you say, if it is to remain 
in, certain changes should be made? 

Mr. Steneue. That is right. It is unworkable at the present time. 

Senator Haypen. Have you had an opportunity to confer with 
either the chairman or the staff of the House Committee on Civil 
Service in regard to this matter? 

Mr. Srencue. Yes; they want some changes, as I do. 

Senator Haypren. Do you agree with the changes they have sug- 
gested? 

Mr. Srencue. I do not know what they have shown you today. 
There are mine in the statement. 

Senator Haypren. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that Colonel 
Stengle be supplied with a copy of the text that has been submitted 
to us, and, if he wants to make a supplemental statement about it, 
he can put i! in. 

Chairman McKe tuar. All right; that will be done. 

Mr. StenGcie. Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. HALLBECK, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF POST OFFICE CLERKS 


WHITTEN AMENDMENT 


Chairman McKe.uar. Mr. Hallbeck, will you proceed, please. 

Mr. Hauupack. By way of introduction, my name is E. C. Hallbeck, 
and I am the legislative representative of the National Federation of 
Post Office Clerks, with headquarters at 711 Fourteenth Street NW., 
this city. 

Chairman McKetiar. You wrote me a letter sometime ago. Do 
you want that to go in the record? 

Mr. Hauuseck. I have a statement I would like to read. It is 
very brief, and I think it expresses the thoughts of most of the postal 
employee groups. 

Chairman McKe tar. All right, sir. 

Mr. Hauuseck. I desire to refer only to that portion of the bill 
H. R. 5215, which deals with the so-called Whitten amendment, sec- 
tion 1310 beginning on page 35 of the printed bill. 
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TEMPORARY-SERVICE PROVISION 


It seems to us that the purpose is well stated in the first sentence of 
section 1310 (a): 

The Civil Service Commission and the heads of the executive departments, 
agencies, and corporations shall make full use of their authority to require that 
initial appointments to positions in and outside the competitive civil service shall 
be made on a temporary or indefinite basis in order to prevent increases in the 
number of permanent personnel of the Federal Government above the total 
number of permanent employees existing on September 1, 1950. 

I repeat, to prevent increases above the total number of permanent 
employees existing on September 1, 1950. We have no quarrel 
whatever with the requirement that military vacancies shall only be 
filled on a temporary basis. To our mind, any other course would be 
unwise. 

EFFECT OF PROVISION 


In the field postal service—and may I state that I represent the 
largest branch of that service—the effect of the original Whitten 
amendment and the Executive order which resulted—Executive Order 
10180—has had the effect of reducing the number of permanent 
employees, replacing them with an even greater number of temporary 
or indefinite employees. There is no economy in that procedure. On 
the contrary, even if the number of temporary employees added to the 
rolls were only equal to the number of permanent employees separated 
the fact that, generally speaking, those standing highest on eligible 
registers usually refuse temporary employment results in such tem- 
porary appointments being given to those less qualified and has a 
marked effect on the efficiency of the field postal service. 

Largely as a result of the inability of the Post Office Department to 
make permanent appointments to fill legitimate vacancies, we are 
experiencing a turn-over in employment which runs as high as 5,000 
per month. The people we are now getting in the field service are, 
in many cases, otherwise unemployable and have few, if any, of the 
requirements necessary to make an efficient postal employee. 

I want to remind this committee that the postal service is totally 
unlike other departments and agencies. We do not experience 
mushroom growth. We do, however, have a normal growth in pro- 
portion to the increase in population, and if the service is to be main- 
tained on its present basis there undoubtedly will be a continued 
expansion of personnel, 

In view of these facts, we are suggesting that steps be taken by this 
committee which will permit the Postmaster General to make neces- 
sary permanent appointments in the field postal service. We believe 
that the public welfare will be better served by the complete elimina- 
tion of temporary employees, which will allow for fillmg vacancies 
caused by the normal expansion of population. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


We feel that the very least that should be done under present condi- 
tions is to amend section 1310 in such a manner as will insure the 
retention of the number of permanent employees on the rolls as of 
September 1, 1950. We feel that this can be accomplished by insert- 
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ing a proviso immediately preceding the first proviso of section 1310 (a) 
to read as follows 

Provided, That the Postmaster General is hereby authorized to make permanent 
initial appointments in the field service of the Post Office Department in such 
numbers as will not cause the total number of permanent employees in the field 
a exceed the total number of such employees on the rolls on September 

. JOU. 

Unlike other appropriation measures, the Treasury-Post Office 
Appropriation Act of 1952 does not contain provisions limiting the 
number of personnel replacements, and I can assure the committee 
that there will not be an additional cost occasioned by hiring perma- 
nent rather than temporary or indefinite employees. To our mind, 
the greater productivity of permanent employees will be reflected in 
actual savings. 

We know that it was not the intent of the Whitten amendment to 
harm or destroy the civil-service structure. However, the actual 
effect insofar as the field postal service is concerned is to replace 
permanent civil-service employees with temporary non-civil-service 
employees to the detriment of the Postal Service. 

I appreciate this opportunity of expressing the views of our organi- 
zation and want to thank the members of the committee for the time 
and attention being given to this problem. 


LEGISLATION IN APPROPRIATION BILL 


Senator Haypren. When the chairman of the House Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service was present not long ago, the chairman 
of this committee remarked that this is legislation, and therefore would 
properly be considered by the legislative, rather than the appropriation 
committee. We are faced, however, with the fact that the House has 
inserted this legislation in the bill. I make that preliminary statement 
to inquire of vou whether the suggestion that you have made has been 
brought to the attention of the Senate Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

Mr. Hauuspeck. Not directly. I have discussed it with the members 
of the staff, and I have discussed it with Senator Johnston more or 
less informally, just referring to the Whitten amendment and the 
damage it was doing to the Postal Service. 

Anticipating you might ask me the question you have asked 
Colonel Stengle, I have not seen the proposal advanced by the staff 
or the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. I suspect that 
the idea will be very similar to the idea I here advance. 

Senator Haypen. What we are getting at is that we want the best 
possible advice, and we have confidence in our legislative committees. 

Mr. Hauupeck. I agree with you. I think they have done a fine 
job. 

Senator Haypen. I suggested that Colonel Stengle be provided 
with a copy of this, and I also make the same suggestion, Mr. Chair- 
man, and you contact them as soon as you conveniently can, because 
we would like the benefit of their advice on your proposal. 

Mr. Hauureeck. I would certainly be glad to do that. 

Mr. SrenGur. Before you start on the next one, you have asked 
me to look at this. I have gone through it as carefully as I could 
in a few minutes. If you are going to retain the Whitten amendment, 
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I am behind what the Civil Service Committee of the Senate has 
recommended. 

Senator Haypen. There is a distinction, though, raised by the last 
witness between the run of the mill civil-service employees, and the 
postal field service, and we would like to know just how the amend- 
ment suggested by the chairman of the Senate Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service affects the postal field service. 

Mr. Hau.peck. I would be glad to look that over as soon as I have 
the opportunity, and confer with the staff of the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service, and with members of this committee, if I 
am allowed to. 

Senator HaypEeN. We might at least give permission, Mr. Chair- 
man, to qualify his remarks in the record before they are printed. 

Mr. Hauupeck. | will be glad to do that, sir. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR 
OF THE GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL OF THE AMERI- 
CAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


WHITTEN AMENDMENT 


Chairman McKeuiar. Mr. Walters, will you proceed, please. 

Mr. Watters. By way of introduction, I am Thomas G. Walters, 
operations direc tor of the Government Employees’ Council of the Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor. Our offices are located at 900 F Street NW., 
in the Washington Loan & Trust Building. ‘Telephones: Executive 
2820 and 2821. 

The council is made up of 24 member unions, all affiliated with the 
American Federation of Labor, with a membership, in whole or in 
part, are Federal and postal employees. We have in the council more 
than 500,000 members, all of whom are Federal and postal employees. 
These organizations, of which Colonel Stengle’s and Mr. Hallbeck’s 
organizations are one part, have spent a good deal of time attempting 
to analyze and to offer some suggestions to either toning down or 
eliminating the Whitten amendment. It is our opinion that if the 
Civil Service Commission is to be charged with the responsibility of 
providing the machinery to recruit employees and to see that the 
work is accomplished in each agency and department, then the Civil 
Service Commission should be permitted to set up rules and regula- 
tions that will enable all the departments and agencies to receive the 
greatest amount of productivity with the least number of employees. 

If this procedure is followed, it would not only in our opinion 
increase the productivity, but it will keep at a high level the morale of 
the employees of the Federal Government. 


TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES 


I would like to reemphasize what Mr. Hallbeck stated relative to 
the productivity of permanent employees and temporary emplovees. 
We are all human and it is our candid opinion that the more temporary 
employees we get into the Federal Government, the less productivity 
per employee we will have. It is nothing but natural for a person, a 
man or a woman, who goes into any position looking to the future, 
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to do their best much more so than one who might be there 2 weeks or 
a month or 6 months or 2 years. 

Senator Ecron. Mr. Walters, right, there, is it not possible for the 
temporary employee to draw more money for the same work than a 
permanent employee working side by side? 

Mr. Watters. That is possible under certain conditions. Of 
course, another thing is that they raise the ceiling on the number of 
hours that the temporary employees can work. Just this morning I 
was riding on a streetcar and talking with a letter carrier, and he told 
me that some of the substitute carriers here in the Washington office 
were making from $25 to $55 more per pay day than the regular em- 
ployees. That tends to create a lot of unfriendliness and disturbance. 
It just does not work for good public relations, in our opinion. 

Some one of our members made the statement the other day that 
when our friend of long standing, Mr. Ramspeck, was appointed 
Chairman of the Commission, everybody felt like these riders and so 
forth would be eliminated, because they had some confidenee in his 
ability. But they went on to say, appointing Ramspeck Chairman 
of the Commission and tying his hands behind him and demanding 
he do a job, that can not happen. 

We feel that your committee knows more about that than we do, 
but we do sincerely appreciate the opportunity of expressing to you 
our feeling on this. 

With your permission, I will be glad to file my statement for the 
record. 

Chairman McKetiar. Without objection, it will be done. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF GOVERNMENT EmpLoyeres’ Councit, AFL, TO THE SENATE 
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ON Section 1310 (WuittEN AMENDMENT), 
H. R. 5215 or roe SuPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS BILL, FOR THE FiscaL YEAR 
1952 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by way of introduction, I am 
Thomas G. Walters, operations director of the Government Employees’ Council 
of the American Federation of Labor. Our offices are located at 900 F. Street 
NW., in the Washington Loan & Trust Building, telephone EXecutive 2820 and 
2821. 

The council is made up of 24 member unions, all affiliated with the American 
Federation of Labor, with a membership, in whole or in part, of Federal and 
postal employees. We have in the council more than 500,000 members, all of whom 
are Federal and postal employees. 

Mr. Chairman, 28 years ago I entered the field service of the Post Office Depart- 
ment and from that date up to the present time I have been closely identified with 
the working conditions of Federal and postal employees. 

It is my understanding that H. R. 5215, making supplemental appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, and for other purposes, is now being con- 
sidered by your committee. H. R. 5215 in section 1310 is a restatement of what 
is commonly known as the Whitten amendment. 

It is my understanding that the purpose of section 1310 is to extend, for the 
duration of the national emergency, section 1302 of the Supplemental Appropria- 
tion Act of 1951 (approved September 27, 1950), with a number of perfecting 
amendments intended to carry out the original intent of the Whitten amendment. 

Section 1310 in the bill is so worded that it writes into law specific details of 
administrative operating procedure. 

We believe that if the Civil Service Commission is to be charged with the 
responsibility of providing the machinery to recruit employees, and to see that the 
work is accomplished in each agency and department, then the Civil Service Com- 
mission should be permitted to set up rules and re gulations that will enable all 
departments and agencies to receive the greatest amount of productivity with the 
least number of employees. If this procedure is followed it will in our opinion 
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not only increase productivity but will keep at a high level the morale of the 
employees of the Federal Government. 

It is our opinion after much thought and study that the wording of the provisions 
of the Whitten amendment as outlined in H. R. 5215 should be amended for the 
best interest of the Federal service. We feel very keenly that old-line agencies 
should be permitted to make permanent initial appointments in such number as 
will not cause the total number of permanent employees to exceed the total number 
of such employees on the rolls on September 1, 1950. 

We fully realize there will be no additional cost occasioned by hiring permanent 
rather than indefinite employees. As a matter of fact the greater productivity 
of the permanent employee is bound to affect actual savings in expenditures for 
personnel, 

From the press, radio, and after analyzing the Whitten amendment we were 
shocked to learn that the Whitten amendment as worded in H. R. 5215 bars 
promotions of Federal employees until they have served at least a year in their 
present position, and the Whitten amendment prohibits promotions of more than 
one grade of professional and scientific personnel. Under present laws and 
regulations employees in professional and scientific positions are promoted by 
two-grade advancements, 

The Civil Service Commission has ruled, and we most wholeheartedly support 
this rule, that after an employee in professional and scientific positions serves a 
satisfactory period and has obtained a high efficiency rating, these emplovees 
are granted a two-grade promotion. This procedure is followed because the Civil 
Service Commission believes that these types of employees are entitled to two- 
grade promotions because of the added responsibilities involved. This procedure 
h s been followed for many years. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, almost daily we read announce- 
ments coming from our defense agencies, pleading for engineers and special trained 
employees for scientific positions. We of the Government Employees’ Council 
have endeavored to assist these agencies in obtaining the specially trained people 
for Federal services. One of the reasons why engineers and scientific people 
prefer not to work for the Federal Government is due to the fact that they cannot 
be promoted in keeping with the work performed. In other words, outside 
industry will promote these people in line with their ability to produce. Under 
the provisions of the so-called Whitten amendment the Civil Service Commission 
cannot promote these people in keeping with their productivity. Again we go 
back to the statement made earlier, that if Hon. Robert Ramspeck and the 
members of the Civil Service Commission are to be charged with the responsi- 
bility of obtaining from the employees the best productivity, then these same 
people should be given the opportunity to provide the machinery whereby they 
can expect the employees to give to the Federal Government their greatest pro- 
ductivity. After all, people are human and if they are to be placed in a so-called 
strait-jacket, as the so-called Whitten amendment would do, then we need not 
expect these people to have the push and the determination to do all in their 
power to improve their productivity. This same philosophy in our opinion also 
applies to the provision of the so-called Whitten amendment that makes it manda- 
tory that the vast majority of all appointments made in the Federal service be 
made on atemporary or indefinite appointment. This procedure is most assuredly 
not inducive to bring into the Federal service our best eligible employees. 

It is our belief that the Whitten amendment in H. R. 5215 was never intended 
to destroy the civil-service structure. Under the provisions of the present word- 
ing of the Whitten amendment, the appointment of non-civil-service temporary 
employees and holding efficient employees to not more than one promotion a year, 
and the elimination of the two-grade promotions for professional and scientific 
employees will do much to destroy the civil-service structure and decrease the 
morale and productivity of employees. We most assuredly urge that your com- 
mittee eliminate at least the three provisions of the Whitten amendment that we 
have above outlined. 


Mr. Watters. To also follow your suggestion that was given to the 
other members—in cooperation with them, to contact the leaders of 
the Post Office Committees—we will be very happy to work in any 
way we can to remedy this situation. Please do not misunderstand us. 
We thoroughly agree with what Mr. Hallbeck says, as contained in 
my statement. We would like to see the total number of employees 
kept just as low as is humanly possible to do the job we have got to 
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do for this Government of ours. We are not attempting to seek to 
build a great mountain of employees. But we do feel very keenly 
that this Whitten amendment, certainly under the present circum- 
stances, will not do what Mr. W hitten had in mind when he introduced 
it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKettar. All right.. Are there any questions? 

If not, we are very much obliged to you. 

Mr. Hauuseck. I would like, “Mr. Chair man, to express my thanks 
for the opportunity of appearing before you. 

Chairman McKetiar. Thank you. 

Mr. Watrers. I will see that the chairman of the Post Office Com- 
mittee of the Senate gets a copy of our statement. 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF LUTHER C. STEWARD 


Chairman McKe tuar. Very well. I wish you would. 

At this point in the record, without objection, I will inser. the 
statement submitted by Luther C. Steward, president of the National 
Federation of Federal Employees. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF LUTHER C. STEWARD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


We are addressing ourselves to paragraph (c), section 1310, appearing on page 
37 of the bill now under consideration by your committee. 

The restriction on the promotion or transfer of any person subject to the 
Classification Act of 1949 to a higher grade subject to such act, without having 
served at least | vear in the next lower grade, seems to us detrimental to good 
administration and undoubtedly impedes the recruitment of competent personnel. 

We are unalterably opposed to promotions that are effected by inflating the 
description of a position, but at the same time feel very strongly that admin- 
istrators should not be prevented from promoting employees of demonstrated 
competence where an actual vacancy exists even though the employee to be 
promoted has served less than 1 year in the lower grade. 

The Civil Service Commission has at the present time authority to correct 
unjustified inflation of positions, and we do not feel that responsible operating 
officials should be deprived of any leeway in the filling of positions by promotion. 

We urge in the interest of good administration that lines 8 to 12, ‘inclusive, on 
page 37 of the bill now under consideration by your committee be eliminated. 
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POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 
TRANSFER OF FUNDS 


STATEMENT OF V. C. BURKE, DEPUTY POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
ACCOMPANIED BY A. B. STROM, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
TO THE POSTMASTER GENERAL; C. N. BRUCE, DIRECTOR, DIVI- 
SION OF BUDGET AND PLANNING, OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE ASSISTANT TO THE POSTMASTER GENERAL; AND J. W. 
ASKEW, COMPTROLLER, BUREAU OF ACCOUNTS 


JUSTIFICATION AND SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE 


Chairman McKetiar. Without objection, the justification for this 
item will be inserted in the record at this point, together with the 
drafts of proposed provisions pertaining to fiscal years 1952 and 
1947, Post Office Department. 


(The documents referred to are as follows: ) 
[S. Doe. No. 62, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES TRANSMITTING 
Drarts OF PrRoposED PROVISIONS PERTAINING TO FiscaL YEARS 1952 AND 
1947 ror THE Post Orrick DEPARTMENT 

THe Wuitre Houses, 
Washington, August 22, 1951. 

The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Congress 
drafts of proposed provisions pertaining to fiscal years 1952 and 1947 for the Post 
Office Department. 

The details of these proposed provisions, the necessity therefor, and the reasons 
for their submission at this time are set forth in the attached letter from the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with whose comments and observations 
thereon I concur. 

Respectfully yours, 





Harry 8S. TRUMAN. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 22, 1951. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 
Sir: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration drafts of pro- 
posed provisions pertaining to fiscal years 1952 and 1947 for the Post Office 
Department, as follows: 


“Post Orrick DEPARTMENT 


“(Out of the postal revenues) 


. “GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 

‘ 

: “For an additional amount, fiscal year 1952, for ‘General administration’, 
. $1,315,000, to be derived by transfer from the appropriation ‘Postal operations’. 
These funds are necessary to provide for expenses in connection with the new 
Eo money-order system, the work of which was previously processed by certain post 
: offices under the appropriation “Postal operations” and which will henceforth be 
processed by the regional accounting offices under ‘‘General administration.’ 
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“CLERKS, FIRST- AND SECOND-CLASS POST OFFICES 


“For an additional amount, fiscal year 1947, for ‘Clerks, first- and second-class 
post offices’, $600,000, to be derived by transfer from the appropriation ‘Clerks, 
third-class post offices, 1947’.”’ 

The amount to be derived by transfer from the appropriation “Clerks, third- 
class post offices, 1947’ is necessary for payment of claims arising as a result of 
Public Law 492, approved April 29, 1950, which provides for retroactive grade 
increases for certain World War II veterans who lost opportunity for probationa! 
civil service appointments by reason of their service in the Armed Forces of the 
United States. 

I recommend that the foregoing drafts of proposed provisions be transmitted 
to the Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
F. J. Lawton, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 


Post Orrick DEPARTMENT 


General administration, 1952 





Annual appropriation Act, 1952, Public Law 111________-- .... $20, 300, 000 
Estimated transfer from postal operations, 1952, mail handling 
and window service at post offices. ._..................--.- +1, 315, 000 
Rovined ootunetes. JOb8 : - oes ~ ve wadicic sce bees eanee 21, 615, 000 
Postal operations, 1952 
Annual appropriation act, 1952, Public Law 111_________--__- -.. 1, 850, 000, 000 
Estimated transfer to general administration, 1952, financial 
administration and accounting.....-...... 2... .... 0c cee le — 1, 315, 000 
VINES Gntitante 1908 66 2 ea eae 1, 848, 685, 000 
JUSTIFICATION 


General statement 

Post Office Department Financial Control Act of 1950.—In accordance with the 
provisions of the Post Office Department Financial Control Act of 1950, Public 
Law 712, approved August 17, 1950, the Post Office Department took over on 
November 15, 1950, the audit function formerly conducted by the Postal Accounts 
Division of the General Accounting Office. Public Law 712 contained a provision 
(sec. 9a) whereby the application of the act could be postponed by Executive 
order for a period not to exceed 2 years. It was first thought that it would be 
necessary to postpone transfer of these audit functions to the postal service for a 
period of from 1 to 2 vears, but it was later decided that such functions should be 
transferred on the earliest date possible, November 15, 1950. At the same time 
the Department was also in the process of developing a new money-order system 
but the plans had not progressed sufficiently to permit a determination being made 
as to the personnel needs for the new system, which would effect the consolidation 
of the postal note system and the old paper-type money-order system. 

Basis of estimates submitted September 1950.—The budget estimate for the 
needs of the Department for the fiscal year 1952 were prepared and submitted 
prior to the taking over of the Postal Accounts Division on November 15, 1950. 
As a consequence of the uncertainty existing as to the personnel requirements for 
the new money-order system and the handling of the audit work transferred from 
the Postal Accounts Division of the General Accounting Office, it was concluded 
at the time of the preparation of the 1952 estimates that only those amounts 
which were provided for the Bureau of Accounts and the Postal Accounts Division 
of the General Accounting Office for the fiscal year 1951 could be used as factual 
data with respect to supporting the request for 1952. At that time it was ex- 
tremely difficult to determine the clerical requirements with respect to the con- 
dition of the work transferred from the General Accounting Office or the probable 
future needs of the revised accounting and money-order system. 

Revisions in accounting system.—Immediately after transfer of the audit func- 
tions from the General Accounting Office, an intensive study was commenced in 
collaboration with the General Accounting Office to determine what revisions 


Bat 


aa 


ie 
RS 
2 
< 











SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 1373 


should be made in our accounting system and audit procedures. As a consequence 
of this study the conclusion was reached that the new money-order system should 
be consolidated with the other audit functions and that the audit procedure should 
be decentralized to 12 regional accounting offices to be established in the cities in 
which the 12 Federal Reserve banks are located. 

Personnel needs.—As the study of the new money-order system and development 
of the revised audit procedures progressed, it was necessary from time to time to 
make changes both in the planned procedures and the estimated personnel require- 
ments and it was not until March 1951 that a tentative estimate could be made of 
our personnel needs for the regional accounting offices. This was later revised 
when it became apparent that the operation of the new money order system would 
require more employees than were originallly anticipated. The new system is 
new in operation and changes are still being made to meet the day-to-day devel- 
opments. 

At the time the audit functions were taken over from the Postal Accounts 
Division of the General Accounting Office there were transferred to this Bureau 
789 positions of which 772 were then filled. On the same date there were 167 
authorized positions in the Bureau of Accounts in Washington of which 158 were 
filled. Since that date the number of employees in the Asheville office has been 
reduced to approximately 637 and the number on the rolls in the Bureau in 
Washington has been reduced to approximately 144. It is contemplated that the 
number in Asheville will be further reduced to approximately 250 by January 1, 
1952. The reductions in the operating force, particularly in the audit office at 
Asheville, have resulted in an increase in the backlog of audit work which already 
existed. 

It was not originally anticipated that it would be necessary to prolong the audit 
work being performed in Asheville to the extent which is now found to be neces- 
sary. It is evident that the arrearage of filing and audit work connected with the 
postal savings accounts and old paper money-order accounts cannot be completed 
before the end of fiscal year 1952. 

It is estimated that approximately 450 employees will be required at regional 
offices between now and October 1 to perform the necessary work involved in 
operation of the new money-order system which was inaugurated July 1, 1951; 
that this force should be increased approximately 50 employees on October 1 when 
certain phases of the audit procedure are reached; and by January 1, 1952, when 
the decentralization of the remaining accounting functions are completed a total 
of 995 employees will be required to operate the regional accounting offices. 
There are now approximately 350 employees on the rolls in the regional accounting 
offices. This force must be increased to approximately 450 employees to handle 
the volume of work now received. 

When development of the revised accounting and audit system has been com- 
pleted and placed in operation, a total of approximately 1,195 employees will be 
required in this bureau and the regional accounting offices. Most of the 637 
employees now on the rolls in Asheville, N. C., can be terminated between January 
1 and June 30, 1952. 

Elimination of electrical accounting units~—The new money-order system has 
made it possible to discontinue the work heretofore performed in the seven field 
electrical accounting units. Other material savings are contemplated as the new 
accounting system is developed and placed in operation, but it is now apparent 
that it will be necessary to provide additional funds for the remainder of this 
fiscal year to operate this Bureau, the regional accounting offices and to complete 
the essential audit work now being performed in Asheville, N. C. In effect, it 
will be necessary to operate substantially two accounting systems for most of the 
current fiscal year. 

Additional employment required for 1952 in Rureau of Accounts.—The original 
estimate for 1952 contemplated the employment of 955.3 equivalent positions for 
the operation of the revised audit and money-order system. As previously stated 
this estimate was based on only the known employment at a time prior to the 
taking over of the accounting functions by the Post Office Department and that 
subsequent investigations and developments have indicated that the work cannot 
be adequately performed during the year 1952 when the service is in a state of 
transition from the old to the new system. In view of the necessity of having to 
maintain two systems, as previously explained, a total manpower of approximately 
1,354 equivalent positions will be required for the fiscal year 1952, necessitating 
additional funds of $1,315,000. 

Transfer of funds requested.—In view of the fact that the regional accounting 
offices, together with the personnel of the Bureau of Accounts in the Department 











1374 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 


are paid from the appropriation ‘‘General administration’’ whereas all of the say- 
ings resulting from the improved methods will be effected in the appropriation 
“Postal operations”’ it will be necessary to transfer a portion of these savings from 
‘Postal operations”’ to ‘ ‘General administration” in order to offset the cost involved 
in the operation of the new procedures in this transition period. 

Electrical accounting unit savings.—Prior to the inauguration of the new money- 
order system the Department operated seven electrical accounting units in that 
many post offices. These units have been discontinued resulting in the elimination 
of 700 clerical and supervisory employees for assignment to other duties, reducing 
auxiliary and temporary assistance by corresponding numbers of hours. The 
annual savings from this source will approximate $2,520,000 a portion of which 
will be used in connection with this transfer. 

The major portion of this savings will be realized fully in subsequent years as 
the current fiscal year involves abnormal expenditures because of the transition 
period. 

Bureau or Post Orrice OPERATIONS 


Clerks, first- and second-class post offices, 1947 


Annual appropriation act, 1947, Public Law 518_______________- $391, 870, 000 
Appropriation, 1947, Employees’ Pay Acts of 1946, Public Law 25- 74, 221, 400 
First Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1947, Public Law 46________- 11, 124, 600 
Second Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1947, Public Law 76_-_-_-_-_- 10, 000, 000 
First Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1948, Public Law 519_______- — 300, 000 
Second Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1949, Public Law 119__._.__. —2, 672, 000 
Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1951, Public Law 45_-- -- 150, 000 

Rate Grins BODNIOTISLON . . . 36 on oc cue en cau semen ce wie 484, 394, 000 
I a a ee BL 3, 106, 230 

en NOUR SRG i on a 487, 500, 230 
NINOS 5 oo. Ant cures ioe hm Sane 488, 100, 230 

Estimated deficiency_--_ -_-- aa asa re renee 600, 000 


Analysis of deficiency 
eee | | 








| Apportion- | hat Sa 
| mentol” | timate | ar 
amin Aug. 15, 1951 decrease (—) 
a i eas i aveiietcne aries inlilhgn So mete cated Nien ti IRR Aaa cnc 
01 Personal services: 
Basic salaries, regular employees_-.--_---_---- sl ae $315, 072, 167 | $315, 372, 167 | +$300, 000 
Basic salaries, substitutes... ........-- epee _....-| 147,075,000 | 147,375,000 +300, 000 
Overtime and holiday pay---.-.............-...-.-- peak 12, 841, 000 12. 861, 000 |. ....<... 
Night-work differential. ...........-.--. i tinea vatiath le 12, 099, 800 Tee Ln ou eaeen 
Terminal-leave payments. --------- prides wonbes 412, 263 412, 263 
Total obligations_......_._-- be ices be ah ee | 487, 500, 230 | 488, 100, 230 | +600, 000 
Deduct: Reimbursements. - - --- es SLi cana aaiael 3, 106, 230 3, 106, 230 ; 
Total appropriation or estimate..__..............1--..--- 484, 304, 000 | 484, 994, 000 +600, 000 


JUSTIFICATION 
General statement 

Purpose of appropriation.—This appropriation is for the compensation of super- 
visors, except postmasters and assistant postmasters; classified and unclassified 
clerks; watchmen; messengers and mail handlers at first- and second-class post 
offices. 

Need for additional funds.—This request for an additional $600,000 for fiscal 
year 1947 is necessitated by the enactment on April 29, 1950, of Publie Law 492, 
which amends the act of July 31, 1946 (Public Law 577), an act “to provide 
benefits for certain employees of the United States who are veterans of World 
War II and lost opportunity for probational civil-service appointment by reason of 
their service in the Armed Forces of the United States’’—by adding the following 
proviso: 

“That the grade, time in grade, and rate of compensation of any person so 
appointed to a position in the postal field service shall, at the time this act first 








SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 1375 


applies to such person, be not less than the grade, time in grade, and rate of 
compensation of the lower eligible (whether a substitute or regular employee) 
receiving the highest automatic rate of compensation at such time, but such 
adjustment in grade, time in grade, and rate of compensation shall not affect the 
status of such person as a substitute or regular employee.” 

This proviso was made retroactive to August 1, 1946, and applies only to those 
employees who were employed on April 29, 1950. 

Proposed transfer of funds.—Inasmuch as there are sufficient unobligated funds 
in other appropriations, it is proposed to derive the additional $600,000 requested 
in this submission by transfer from ‘Clerks, third-class post offices, 1947.” 

01 Personal services 

Total obligations, $600,000.—All of the additional amount of $600,000 being 
requested herein is necessary for the payment of claims arising as a result of the 
enactment of Public Law 492, as set forth in the “General statment’’ above. From 
the records maintained in the Department, it is impossible to estimate with any 


degree of accuracy the additional amount that will be necessary as a result of this 
law. 

Information was received on August 16, 1951, that the Postal Claims Section 
of the General Accounting Office has processed 1,175 claims amounting to $299,891 
which are subject to payment. There are 201 additional claims being examined 
which would amount to $50,250, or a total of $350,141, for which no funds are 
available. 

Based on an estimated total number of claims to be received from certain large 
offices as compared with the relatively small number which have been received 
from other large offices, it appears that many additional claims remain to be filed. 
To provide for the payment of the claims on hand and to further provide for addi- 
tional claims to be filed, it is believed $600,000 additional should be made available 
by transfer of unobligated balances in other appropriations as requested above. 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION, 1952 


Chairman McKetiar. Mr. Burke, will you proceed, please? 

Mr. Burke. Mr. Chairman, this request for a transfer in the supple- 
mental appropriation does not involve the expenditure of any. addi- 
tional money. ‘These are transfers that are necessary due to the com- 
plexities of our accounting and our appropriation set-up. The item of 
approximately $1,300,000 that we are requesting to be transferred to 
the appropriation for general administration, or rather from the 
appropriation for field postal operations to general administration, 
is to cover the expense incident to the establishment of this new 
accounting procedure that we have set up for both the money-order 
business and our postal-accounting procedure. 


FINANCIAL CONTROL AGT 


As you will probably recall, Congress last year passed what was 
known as the Post Office Department Financial Control Act. 

Chairman McKe.tuiar. Do you think it is going to work all right? 

Mr. Burke. It is going to work splendidly. The net result is going 
to be a sizable saving to the Government, as well as very much 
increased efficiency. 

In this situation we had operated a part of this money order account- 
ing procedure for the General Accounting Office in seven of our field 
units. We had about 700 people in there. This money-order job . 
is the largest accounting job in the world. It represents 400,000,000 
items a year to be audited. When we took it over, we took over a 
sizable backlog from the General Accounting Office, not only in the 
money-order business, but in the postal accounting, and in our postal 
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savings accounting. It is necessary for us to carry on the old system 
until we dispose of all the old items in the old accounts, as well as to 
establish and keep current on the new system. 


FIELD SAVINGS OFFSET TRANSFER REQUEST 


It is in that adjustment that we are making savings in our field 
postal service rolls that more than offset this transfer. As a matter 
of fact, we have agreed with the Bureau of the Budget to set up a 
reserve which we will not use for accounting work of $2% million in 
lieu of the $1,300,000 of transfer to general administration. 

Shall I say we have put up collateral to cover that transfer? But 
there is definitely no additional appropriation. It is simply an adjust- 
ment of the forces on account of our operating under two classifi- 
cations. 

EMPLOYEES CLASSIFIED UNDER TWO LAWS 


As you know, our field postal employees are under one classification. 
The Classification Act people who are assigned to the Comptroller’s 
office are under the other. We are not permitted under the law to 
use the people from one classification for work of the other. That 
makes necessary our coming to you for this permission. If it were 
not, it would be a matter that we could administratively handle in 
the Department. 


CLAIMS CHARGEABLE TO CLERKS, FIRST- AND SECOND-CLASS POST 
OFFICES, 1947 


The other item is an item that results from a prior act of Congress 
involving additional credits to postal employees and the claims are 
coming in from the employees affected. They are being processed 
as rapidly as they are received. The estimate is for the amount that 
our accounting and administrative officers feel we should have available 
to pay these claims promptly as they are processed. 

There again that does not require the appropriation of additional 
money. 

Chairman McKe ttar. This item involves $600,000. 

Mr. Burke. That is right, sir. That is to pay these claims, some 
processed and some estimated. It is an even $600,000. We find that 
we are able to request transfer of that item from the old appropriation 
for “Clerks, third-class post offices,” in the fiscal year 1947. 


SALARY BILL AND POSTAL DEFICIT 


Chairman McKettar. If the new bill goes through substantially as 
passed, what would your deficit be? 

Mr. Burke. You mean the new salary bill? 

Chairman McKe iar. The new salary bill and the new tax bill. 

Mr. Burke. Now, I know you will know I am not hedging, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman McKetrar. I know. 

Mr. Burke. That is a very difficult question. 

Chairman McKetuuar. I know it is. You just guess at it. 

Mr. Burke. I will give you my best guess. The Senate passed a 
postage rate bill that is calculated to bring in revenues of about 
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$373,000,000 the first year. As you know the House has not gone 
along on the increase to 4 cents on the letter mail, which was the 
major part of the Senate bill, about $200,000,000. 

Chairman McKe tar. It depends largely on what will be done in 
conference. 

Mr. Burke. Yes, sir. The most optimistic view, if you get the 
$400,000,000 in revenue in 3 years—let us assume with all the provi- 
sions of the adjustment of leave, which should be done for field postal 
employees, plus the salary adjustments—you will increase the expendi- 
tures of the Department, we will say, approximately $250,000,000. 
It could conceivably run $270,000,000, or it could run as low as 
$230,000,000, depending on what the final agreement is in conference. 
So we will deduct the $250,000,000 from the $400,000,000, that the 
Senate bill will provide, which leaves $150,000,000 in additional rev- 
enue. That is subject to a deduction by whatever amount the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission hands down as an increase in the rail 
rates. We have the structure of the new mail pay, but not the dollar 
rate. 

That, we will say, may run from $60 to $100 million. So adding 
the two together, there is going to be no great effect on the postal 
deficit as a result of those actions. 

Chairman McKe.iar. Any questions? 


HOOVER COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 


Senator Haypren. You might make some statement for the record 
about the continuous correspondence that Senators and Congressmen 
are receiving with respect to why the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations have not been adopted by the Post Office Department. 
{re any of these things that have been done a part of the Hoover 
recommendations? The impression I get from reading my mail is 
that someone is advising the country that if the Hoover recommenda- 
tions were carried out, there would be no postal deficit at all. 

Mr. Burke. You want my comments on that, Senator? 

Senator HaypEen. Yes. 

Mr. Burke. At the outset, I can tell you that the Hoover Com- 
mission made only nine recommendations with respect to the Post 
Office Department. It would only take a person about 10 minutes 
to read them. I am talking about the real report of the Hoover 
Commission. 

The Postmaster General, with the approval of the President, ap- 
proved eight of the nine recommendations. The first recommenda- 
tion was that the Postmaster General not be a chairman of a political 
party. President Truman handied that situation before the Hoover 
Commission went to work in the appointment of Postmaster Genera: 
Donaldson. 

The second recommendation was that a Director of the Posts be 
appointed for the purpose of aiding the Postmaster General in the 
administration of the vast affairs of the department. That recom- 
mendation was approved. It was made a part of the President’s 
Reorganization Plan No. 3, and the only difference was that the 
President decided that the position should be that of Deputy Post- 
master General. The Congress concurred and I am the Deputy 
Postmaster General, functioning in every respect as the Hoover Com- 
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mission recommended that the Director of Posts should function 
under the supervision of the Postmaster General. 

I may get the numerical sequence of these out of order. 

The third, or at least one of the recommendations was that the post- 
masters be taken out of politics, and their method of accomplishing 
that was to recommend that there be no Senate confirmation of the 
appointments of postmasters. 

Senator Ecron. That would not save any money. 

Mr. Burke. Not a bit, Senator. The President went along and 
recommended that that be done. Up to this time, Congress has 
taken no action. There is no money saving in that. 

The other recommendations, one was to put the post office under 
the provisions of the Corporation Control Act. After considerable 
conferences between the Comptroller General, the Director of the 
Budget, the Postmaster General, it was decided that that was not 
altogether necessary. A compromise of the features that it was 
determined were properly applicable to an organization such as ours 
were incorporated in the Financial Control Act. Congress passed 
the act. We are rapidly setting up all of the organization that 
Congress intended, and the phases of the Hoover Commission recom- 
mendations as to accounting. 

Senator Haypren. And you are saving money there? 

Mr. Burke. That will result in a saving. The immediate saving 
is not possible until we get it fully in operation, and then we will 
have a definite saving which we will report to the Congress. 

Chairman McKe.iar. How long do you think it will take to put 
it in operation? 

Mr. Burke. I think probably, Mr. Chairman, to get it completely 
in operation will require another 12 or 16 or 18 months. But we are 
moving along just as rapidly as good business administration would 
indicate we should move. 

I must repeat that it is a huge service, and we must plan each 
step of operation. 


RECOMMENDATION FOR DECENTRALIZATION OF POSTAL SERVICE 


The one recommendation that was disapproved was the recom- 
mendation that the postal service be decentralized into 15 regions 
completely for administrative purposes. The Postmaster General 
objected to that for the reason that it would mean setting up 15 
administrative headquarters in 15 sections of the country, supple- 
mented with about 80 divisional offices at a cost that we estimated 
would be about $5,000,000 additional for additional personnel and 
staffing. 

From an administrative standpoint, the Postmaster General felt 
that there would be no real good come from that. We have for years 
decentralized our transportation control, our inspection control, our 
supply control, our motor-vehicle control and repairs. We have 
been doing that for years. 

Senator HaypeNn. You have an accounting office decentralized. 

Mr. Burke. That is right. We have them in each State. Under 
the new decentralized audit controls we have decentralization of the 
final audit of all accounts. 

Senator Hayppn. What is there left to be decentralized? 
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Mr. Burke. We cannot see that there is anything good left. 
Certainly the top-level administrative control of policies should be in 
the headquarters of the Department at Washington. 

Senator Haypen. If you read the letters we get, you would think 
that every little thing that occurs in every little post office in the 
United States has to come to Washington. 

Mr. Burke. That is not true. There are some annoying little 
incidents that we are trying to iron out by giving postmasters more 
authority right along. We grant authorizations to postmasters in 
sufficiently large sums to enable them to operate their establishments. 
We do keep control of them. Of necessity we must control them. 
For example, a postmaster at New York, at Washington, Chicago, 
he gives us his estimates and gives us the justification for them. Our 
administrative people know pretty well how to judge those estimates 
and analyze them, and we authorize the expenditures of money on 
that basis. Then he has a free hand to go ahead. 


RECOMMENDATION ON REVISION OF LAWS 


There are other recommendations of the Hoover Commission. 
For example, about the outmoded laws. One of the recommendations 
was that we had too many laws regulating the postal service. We 
know that. But in every session of Congress there are two or three 
hundred bills introduced to further regulate the postal service, and 
we cannot stop that and many of them are passed. We must operate 
the service in accordance with those laws. There was objection to 
the big book of postal laws and regulations. We have to have the 
regulations published. 

The others were technical recommendations, some of them requiring 
legislation, but in the main the United States postal service has adopted 
with the approval of the President and his reorganization plans a 
greater percentage of the Hoover Commission’s recommendations 
than any other agency of the Government. 

Senator Haypren. Thank you, sir. 


EFFECT OF RECOMMENDATIONS ON POSTAL DEFICIT 


Senator Ecton. So there is no possibility of reducing the $500,- 
000,000 deficit just by permitting the Postmaster General to name all 
the postmasters? 

Mr. Burke. Not at all. 

Senator Ecron. Mr. Chairman, I am willing to say—and I have 
given this considerable consideration, and I have had hundreds of 
letters similar to the type Senator Hayden mentions—that the recom- 
mendations to save money in the Post Office Department as laid 
down by the Hoover Commission have been grossly oversold to the 
American people. 

Mr. Burke. There is no question about that, Senator. 

May I add this: This $200,000,000 statement that bas been bandied 
about the country was a statement made by the Citizens Committee 
for the Promotion of the Hoover Commission Recommendations. 
If you analyze that statement, you will find that basically it makes 
reference to a rate bill increasing postage rates. It has nothing to do 
with the administrative procedures whatever. 
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avian Ecron. That is right, and that is what we have not done 
so far. 

Mr. Burke. It is not a question of reorganization; it is a question 
of bringing more money in. 

Senator Ecron. That is right. 

Mr. Burke. That is what they referred to specifically, that is, 
certain bills, and those bills were rate bills to increase rates. There 
was one statement if you modernized accounting you would save 
$200,000,000. But it may surprise you to know that the entire cost 
of accounting in the whole postal service, department and field, is 
about $25,000,000 a year. Now, how can you save $200,000,000 a 
year on something that is only costing you $25,000,000 a year? 

Those are grossly exaggerated statements that are not helpful to 
the Department, and I am sure not helpful to you gentlemen in your 
consideration of these matters. 


COMMENTS ON WHITTEN AMENDMENT 


Senator Ecron. We have these laws coming right along, Mr 
Burke. We have one of them that affects the a service today, 
namely, the Whitten amendment. Have you any comments to make 
on that as it affects the postal service? 

Mr. Burke. Yes; I have, Senator. The operation of the Whitten 
amendment—and I am sure it was not intended by its author—has 
done the field service of the Post Office Department untold harm, 
because it prohibits making regular appointments. In the field 
postal service, we are competing with industry, with private business, 
more than we are with Government, and when we are compelled to 
fill vacancies on a temporary basis, we cannot attract the caliber of 
people that we need in the postal service. 

It is costly. We appoint temporaries by the hundreds in large 
cities, like Detroit and Chicago and New York and Washington. 
We can give them no security, no permanency of tenure. Therefore 
we cannot secure their enthusiastic interest in their job. They are 
people that do not care to study our involved schemes of distribution. 
As soon as they find a better-paying job down the street, they leave us 
and we start the process all over again. 

I am satisfied when he introduced that amendment, he did not mean 
to apply that rule to the postal service. 

Chairman McKeuuar. Mr. Whitten is a very bright man. 

Mr. Burke. He is. Might I presume to make a suggestion with 
respect to that Whitten amendment? 

Senator Ecron. We would be happy to have it. 


AMENDMENT SUGGESTED 


Mr. Burke. I think you would cure the whole situation and 
certainly improve the field service of the post office—and it has been 
done in many other personnel actions—if that amendment could just 
be amended by a few words which would state “except the field 
service of the Post Office Department.” The whole matter would 
be solved. You would still retain your control of all the executive 
agencies in Washington, your newly organized organizations. You 
would retain control of our departmental staff itself. But you would 
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give us freedom to organize our field forces and fill our Vacancies and 
continue to do a good job for the people in the handling of their mails. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
Chairman McKe rar. Are there any other questions? 


RESEARCH STUDIES 


Senator Ecron. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Burke if 
he is not continuing this study in the field service to attempt to effect 
all these economies and save all the money that is possible. Are you 
not continuing that? 

Mr. Burke. Yes, sir. We have a research and planning staff. 
We are going into all phases of our field operation with a view to 
picking up all improvements in methods and better utilization of 
manpower, to give a more efficient service at least cost to the people. 
We are constantly striving for that. 

Chairman McKe.tuar. We are very much obliged to you, gentle- 
men. 

Mr. Burke. Thank you, sir. 


EMERGENCY AGENCIES 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 
STATEMENT OF ARTHUR B. FOCKE, COUNSEL 


JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman McKeEtuiar. Without objection, I will insert in the 
record at this point the draft of a proposed provision pertaining to 
appropriations—emergency agencies. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


|S. Doc. No. 65, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED StTares TRANSMITTING 
Drarr oF A PROPOSED PROVISION PERTAINING TO APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
EMERGENCY AGENCIES, FiscaL YEAR 1951 

Tue Waite Hovss, 
Washington, August 29, 1951. 

The PrREsIDENT OF THE SENATE. 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of the Congress 
a draft of a proposed provision pertaining to appropriations for the fiscal year 
1951 for emergency agencies. 

The details of this proposed provision, the necessity therefor, and the reasons 
for its submission at this time are set forth in the attached letter from the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget, with whose comments and observations thereon I 
concur. 

Respectfully yours, 
Harry 8. TRUMAN. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 29, 1951. 


The PresipENT, 
The White House. 
Sir: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration a draft of a 


proposed provision pertaining to appropriations for the fiscal year 1951, for 
emergency agencies, as follows: 
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a . 
“EMERGENCY AGENCIES 


“GENERAL PROVISIONS 


“The appropriations and authority provided in chapter XI of the Third Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1951, approved June 2, 1951, under the headings ‘Ex- 
penses of defense production’ and ‘Federal Civil Defense Administration’, shall 
be available from and including April 1, 1951, for the purposes respectively pro- 
vided in such appropriations and authority. All obligations incurred during the 
period April 1 to June 1, 1951, inclusive, in anticipation of ‘such appropriations 
ae authority are hereby ratified and confirmed if in accordance with the terms 
thereof. 

This proposed provision is necessary to validate certain obligations necessarily 
incurred by some of the emergency agencies during the period immediately prior 
to the enactment of the Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1951, which 
appropriated funds for these agencies for the fourth quarter of fiscal year 1951. 
The obligations in question are otherwise within the amounts and authority 
subsequently made available by the Congress in said appropriation act, and were 
incurred after tne funds previously appropriated had been exhausted. 

I recommend that the forgoing proposed provision be transmitted to the 
Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
F. J. LAwTon, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 


REAPPROPRIATIONS 


Chairman McKeuiar. Mr. Focke, will you proceed, please? 

Mr. Fockxe. Mr. Chairman, the clerk has askec us to appear before 
you this afternoon with regard to the provision of language proposed 
by the President in House Document No. 75. The purpose of that 
provision, Mr. Chairman, is to ratify certain obligations which were 
incurred by the Federal Civil Defense Administration and by five 
other agencies under the Defense Production Act in anticipation of 
funds which eventually were provided in the Third Supplemental 
Appropriation Act of 1951. This provision is similar to others which 
have been enacted in past years. There were three of a similar nature 
during the Eighty-first Congress, two during the Eightieth Congress, 
and three during the Seventy-ninth. There have been others in 
prior years. 

The reason for it is that while cash was still available, the agencies 
were out of authority to obligate funds, that is to say, all their avail- 
able funds had been obligated and committed prior to the time addi- 
tional funds were made available by the supplemental appropriation 
act. 

Senator Haypren. Let me see if I get this clearly. If an ageney 
was engaged in certain work, and if the money had been appropriated 
in time, there would have been no question about their authority to 
go on, but it was not appropriated at the time, and there was a lapse 
there somewhere. 

Mr. Focxer. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator HaypEN. When he made the appropriation, we had in 
mind what they were doing, authorized those things to be done, but 
this lapse of time has to be covered in language such as you suggest 
here. 

Mr. Focke. Yes, sir. Otherwise, technically there is no authority 
for the obligations then incurred, although as a practical matter 
I think it very likely that the committee on both sides of the Congress, 
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the Appropriations Committees, and their staffs, were aware of the 
situation and knew in a general way what the need was. 

Senator Haypen. I do remember that very thing being said at the 
time they were handling these appropriation bills. Here was some- 
thing going on where there was going to be a lapse of time, but I 
thought we cured it in the bill itself. 

Mr. Focke. It is sometimes done that way, Senator, but it was not 
done in that way this time. 


AMOUNT REQUESTED 


Chairman McKetiar. How much money does it involve? 

Mr. Focke. $1,779,074 is our estimate. 

Senator Ecron. Is this language designed to empower you to use 
funds for this purpose as you specify that have already been appro- 
priated in the supplementals? 


EFFECT OF LANGUAGE AMENDMENT 


Mr. Fockr. Yes, sir. The appropriation has already been made. 
This language will not appropriate any more money. The situation 
isthat the money did not become available under the Third Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act until that act was approved by the President 
on June 2. As a matter of fact, some of the agencies had wholly 
committed their funds as early as May 12. During that time, or 
during the time just before the passage of that supplemental act, Mr. 
Chairman, there were two steps taken to bridge the gap. 

Originally, the President allocated $34 million from his emergency 
fund to the defense production agencies. In the appropriation act, 
the emergency fund was authorized to be reimbursed for that 
expenditure. 

Senator Haypen. I remember that. 

Mr. Focks. That bridged the gap for about 2 weeks, as I recall, 
and then an emergency $10 million was appropriated in the special 
joint resolution on the 25th of April, and that carried most of the 
agencies until almost the last week in May. Some of them ran out a 
few days earlier than that. 

Senator Ecron. Then you operated during the interim on the 
President’s emergency fund, is that correct? 

Mr. Focxr. No, sir, they operated in effect without any funds at 
all. 

Senator HaypreN. They operated on jawbone. 

Mr. Focker. That is right. 

Senator Ecron. So this authorization is to use this amount to catch 
up that backlog, is that it? 

Mr. Focke. It is to ratify the commitment of it before it was avail- 
able to us. 

Senator Ecron. Yes, that is a better explanation. 

Chairman McKe.uar. Anything further, gentlemen? 

If not, we are very much obliged to you. 

Mr. Focxe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE 


STATEMENT OF A. RICHARD GONZALES, REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL FARM LABOR UNION, A. F. OF L. 


Chairman McKe.uar. Proceed, please, Mr. Gonzales. 

Mr. Gonzaues. I am a representative of the National Farm Labor 
Union of the American Federation of Labor. I have a statement 
here, sir, that I would like to present. 

Chairman McKe.tuiar. Do you want a copy of your letter to me to 
go in the record or not, or do you just want to read your statement? 


MEXICAN LABOR PROBLEM 


Mr. Gonzatss. I will just read the statement. In view of the 
responsibility which the National Farm Labor Union of the American 
Federation of Labor has with respect to maintaining and protecting 
American farm-labor standards, the attention of members is called to 
the supplemental appropriation bill for the Immigration and Naturali- 
zation Service which is scheduled to reach the floor the end of this 
month. Deportations and voluntary departures of illegal Mexican 
workers in fiscal 1951 reached 685,000. If the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service is to cope with this “invasion’’, special funds 
are necessary for a stepped-up program of law enforcement. 

Illegal Mexican entrants, the so-called wetbacks, work primarily 
in cotton, fruits and vegetables, and sugar beets along the southern 
border, but they also, to a lesser degree, compete with union labor in 
such fields as typography, the railroads, the building trades, the auto 
repair, and are found as far north as the Canadian border. In testi- 
mony before the House Appropriations Subcommittee July 30, 1951, 
Mr. Mackey, Commissioner of Immigration and Naturalization, 
stated, ‘“‘Well, we estimate that there are at least 10,000 wetbacks in 
in the Chicago area alone.” 

Chairman McKe tar. In other words, after they get over here, 
they live on the farm for a while and then leave the farms and go into 
other business. 

Mr. Gonzauezs. Yes, sir. I might add that there was an article in 
the Washington Post just last Sunday dealing with this particular 
subject, Mr. Chairman, of the invasion and spread of wetbacks mov- 
ing to the industrial Midwest. 

Chairman McKetiar. Would you want the article to go in the 
record? 

Mr. Gonzaues. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKe.iar. Without objection, it will go in. 

(The article referred to is as follows:) 


[The Washington Post, Sunday, September 16, 1951] 
INVASION SprREADS, WeTsBAcks Move Intro INDUSTRIAL MIDWEST 
Field agents of the Immigration and Naturalization Service, in a closed session 


here this week end, reported that Mexican wetbacks are moving north in 
ominous numbers. 
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The wetbacks, migrant workers who cross our southern border illegally in 
search of jobs, for the most part still are spreading over agricultural areas of the 
Southwest. 

But this year, Immigration agents report, the lure of relatively high pay is 
attracting streams of them to defense-humming industrial centers of the Midwest. 

“Chicago has become the mecca for the wetbacks,”’ says Marcus T. Neely, 
Chicago district director for the Immigration Bureau. In a recent 4-day check, 
Immigration agents seized—and deported—406 illegally entered Mexicans work- 
ing in Chicago area industrial plants. 

Immigration officials estimate there are 10,000 illegal migrants from below the 
Rio Grande on nonfarm jobs in Chicago and environs. 

Another large illicit migration of Mexicans is known to be in and around Detroit, 
where 101 wetbacks recently were apprehended in a 3-day round-up. Thousands 
of others have reached New York City. Some have been caught by Immigration 
agents as far north as Alaska. 

In recent months, Immigration officials appearing before congressional com- 
mittees have described the annual migration of Mexican laborers into this coun- 
try as having reached invasion proportions. 

Last year, Immigration officers apprehended and expelled—at Uncle Sam’s 
expense—579,000 of the illegal visitors, double the number ousted in 1949, 50 
times the number deported only 10 years ago. 

Indications are, with a record Southwest cotton crop, and mobilization picking 
up speed, that the invasion this year will be greater than ever. 

In an effort to stem the illicit invasion, and at the same time appease the Mexi- 
can Government, which has been disturbed over exploitation of the wetbacks, 
Unele Sam is importing legal Mexican laborers under treaty terms. 

William O’Dwyer, American Ambassador to Mexico, disclosed yesterday that 
about 4,500 braceros (farm hands) were being contracted for daily, for specific 
jobs with American farmers, canners, processors, and the like. The United States 
Employment Service has estimated that 200,000 legal Mexican workers will be 
brought into the United States this year for short terms to help farmers plant and 
harvest. Immigration estimates of the legal immigration run up to 400,000. 

Sometimes the legal Mexican workers, instead of returning home at the end 
of their contract work, take off for themselves, and, in effect, become wetbacks, 
joining the underground march north. 

Up to now, the chief—and for the most part the lone—voice protesting impor- 
tation of Mexican laborers, legal and illegal alike, has been ralanit by the National 
Farm Labor Union, a small, weak organization affiliated with the AFL, 

Except for some moral support, and indignant statements from the AFL and 
CIO, the small union has had little support from the powerful unions which 
have influence on Capitol Hill. As a result, NFLU’s protests received short 
shrift, in view of Southern legislators’ demands for legally imported workers and 
the legislators’ lenient attitude toward wetbacks. 

This attitude of the Southern farm bloc is demonstrated by the fact that Con- 
gress rushed through emergency legislation to provide funds for legal importation 
of Mexican laborers but thus far has refused to appropriate funds to strengthen 
the Immigration Bureau’s understaffed efforts to keep the wetbacks out, or to 
catch up with them. 

Now, however, as wetbacks move north and compete for jobs in industry, 
the big unions, like the CIO United Auto Workers, slowly are waking up to the 
fact that they’re finding themselves face to face with a new problem. 

Once the big unions are aroused—and, with them, legislators from the indus- 
trial States affeeted—Congress will have to take a new look at the wetback 
problem and take more effective steps to halt the invasion. 





EDITORIAL ON MEXICAN WETBACK PROBLEM 


Chairman McKetuar. I read the article at the time. 

Mr. Gonzaues. Also there was an editorial on wetback control 
which appeared in the Washingtor Post. 

Chairman McKetiar. Yes, I remember that. It may be inserted 
in the record. 

(The editorial is as follows:) 
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[Editorial from the Washington Post, Saturday, September 15, 1951] 
Wersack ConrTROL 


The wetback problem—the problem created by the presence in the United 
States and the continued entry of hundreds of thousands of farm workers who 
have streamed illegally across the Mexican border—continues to bedevil our 
relations with Mexico and our own agricultural economy. In July, when :the 
President reluctantly signed the pathetically inadequate Fllender-Poage bill 
regulating the employment of farm workers from Mexico, he urged Congress to 
adopt additional measures necessary to control illegal immigration. Congress 
has not vet done so; and the Immigration and Naturalization Service finds itself 
helpless for want of personnel and funds to cope with the problem. It is a prob- 
lem particularly acute in September, the great harvest month. 

A supplemental appropriation of $6,500,000 has been sought for the Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service and is now pending before the Senate Appropri- 
ations Committee. At best, however, it cannot become available for some weeks. 
Accordingly, Senator Humphrey has introduced a joint resolution to provide 
$600,000 as a stopgap fund for the Service. Tmmigration officials appear to have 
found, for the first time, an effective way of dealing with the Mexican migrants. 
Last vear they picked up about 510,000 of them and put them on the south side 
of the Rio Grande River; the sole result was that the migrants went a little way 
downstream and swam across again. Lately, however, the Immigration people 
have been putting the Mexicans into planes and flying them, with the cooperation 
of the Mexican Government, to points 500 or 600 miles inside Mexico, whence they 
find it difficult to return. 

This airlift operation is an ingenious adaptation to a difficult problem, Since 
it seems to be working well, it ought to be continued. The service needs money 
for the planes, for detention centers, for an expanded border patrol and for finger- 
printing the aliens in order to determine whether they are returning. The United 
States has a double obligation to make this border protection effective—a treaty 
obligation to Mexico, both countries having pledged themselves to do everything 
in their power to eliminate the wetback traffic, and an obligation to American farm 
workers whose work opportunities and living standards are being depressed by 
ruthless exploitation of the poverty and helplessness of the aliens. 

There is, moreover, an obvious peril to national security in the ease with which 
aleins can come across this country’s southern border. There is very little use 
in all the elaborate screening of European aliens required by the McCarran Act if 
hostile agents can come in at will from Mexico. Senator MeCarran, who tried not 
long ago to make our flesh creen by the extravagant assertion that there are some 
five million illegal aliens in the United States, should know where the chief loop- 
hole lies. That loophole can and should be plugged promptly by giving the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service the funds it needs to do its job effectively. 


INCREASE IN MEXICAN DEPORTATIONS 


Mr. Gonzaes. I might say that in talking with the people in the 
Chicago area that they are getting to the point now where there were 
30 picked up in one railroad section gang. 

Chairman McKetuar. You call a wetback one who came over for 
one purpose, and then went into other business. 

Mr. Gonzaurs. Yes, an illegal entrant. 

oe in their present numbers present a serious threat to 
America’s welfare. While Mexicans for many years have entered the 
United States illegally, deportations and voluntary departures until 
1944 were under 10,000 a year. That year, the figure rose to 29,000. 
It has continued to mount until in 1950 it was 565,000 and in 1951 
(fiscal) 685,000. The attached chart graphs this trend. This shows 
how it has been increasing. 

Chairman McKeuuar. We cannot very well put that in the record, 
but we will consider it. 
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WAGE RATES AFFECTED BY ILLEGAL WORKERS 


Mr. Gonzates. Members of this committee will appreciate the 
seriousness of such numbers of illegal workers in the United States, 
workers, who in their efforts to escape detection by the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, are in no position to bargain over wages 
or standards and who from their immense poverty are willing to w ork 
for wages far below those considered decent by American standards. 
In its report, the President’s Commission on Migratory Labor had 
this to say about wetback competition on wages: 

When the Commission held hearings in Texas in August 1950, wage rates for 
picking short staple cotton in the Lower Rio Grande Valley were reported as low 
as 50 cents per hundredweight and as high as $1.75 per hundredweight. From 
the evidence presented, we conclude that the bulk of the cotton in this area was 
pickea in 1950 for approximately $1.25 per hundredweight. Comparative wage 
rates for picking cotton elsewhere in Texas were not obtained in the hearings 
because no other area had yet commenced its cotton harvest. However, the 
State-wide average 1950 rate for Texas is now reported officially by the United 
States Department of Agriculture to have been $2.45 per hundredweight. Thus, 
the Lower Rio Grande Valley cotton growers got their cotton picked for approxi- 
mately one-half the wages paid by the average cotton grower of Texas. 

In his testimony before the House committee, Mr, Mackey com- 
mented: 

MaylIsay * * * that 1 just this morning arrived by plane from Browns- 
ville, Tex., where I actually saw the conditions as they exist there. I got into a 
border patrol airplane and flew over the entire area. 

Practically all the acreage in the Brownsville area is planted in cotton * * x 
I would say eas in that area there are approximately 100,000 wet- 
backs, right in that ares 

In addition to theis depressant effect on wages, wetbacks have 
displaced citizens from their home areas because of citizen inability 
to meet such competition. I might say there that as you travel in 
some of these Texas communities, New Mexico communities, you will 
find these homes that these people have been living in for generations, 
some centuries, boarded up. 

Chairman McKetiar. Do not leave out Arizona. 

Mr. Gonzates. They have migrated elsewhere. They are dis- 
placed persons. 

An authority on Mexican-American affairs describes the effect of the 
large-scale influx of wetbacks into southern Texas in these terms: 

We have detailed statistics of the migration of the residents of Hildalgo County 
(the county adjoining Cameron County in which Brownsville is located) in the 
period of 2 vears, * * *. Of 16,000 persons included in the survey, 8,000 
migrated from Hidalgo County. Those 8,000 migrants went to every single State 
in the United States in that migration during that period. They went out to do, 
primarily, agricultural labor, stoop labor, that they were prohibited from doing 


in their home county because of the competition of contraband labor that can be 
emploved at 15, 20, and 25 cents an hour. 


HOUSE ACTION 


Although the House Appropriations Committee recommended 
$4,000,000 out of the $6,500,000 requested by the President, floor 
action reduced this to zero. In part, this was ostensibly done because 
Senate action had not vet been taken on the regular appropriation bill. 

I might interrupt there to point out that the President, when he 
signed the Ellender-P oage bill on July 13, made that one of the condi- 
tions, and it is contained in this message of the President to Congress. 





1388 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 


COMMENT OF NEW YORK TIMES ON WETBACK PROBLEM 


The New York Times carried both an article and editorial comment 
on the House action. Under the heading, ‘Fund cut imperils bar 
on wetbacks,”’ the article quoted an immigration official as saying that: 

A lack of funds is seriously threatening the operation of the United States Immi- 


gration and Naturalization Service in expelling border-jumping Mexicans from 
the Southwest. 


The article continues— 

The official, who declined to be identified, said that the Service now was appeal- 
ing to the Senate with the hope of salvaging the ‘‘vitally needed” funds. 

Editorially, the Times related its comments on Mr. McCarran’s 
story of 5,000,000 illegal aliens, which failed to mention so much as a 
single wetback, with the wetback problem. The Times states: 

Whatever may be the correct figure for illegal aliens—and we can be sure that it 
isn’t 5,000,000—one additional point should not be overlooked. Of the 685,000 
deportations and ‘‘voluntary” departures from the country that took place in the 
year ending last June 30 more than 95 percent were of Mexican wetbacks, the 
miserable laborers who slip across the Rio Grande to be exploited in the farms and 
fields of the Southwest. 

It is because of the interest of members of this committee with 
respect to protecting American labor and living standards that par- 
ticular attention is invited to this legislation. 

Chairman McKetzar. As I understand you, you do not object to 
the honest ones coming in and doing the work on the farm. What 

ou object to is their coming in under the pretense of being farm 
aborers and immediately leaving the farms. 
‘Mr. Gonzaues. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKetiar. Is that substantially your meaning? 

Mr. Gonza.egs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ecron. How is it that they can sneak off and get another 
job like that? Do they not have to report every so often, or does not 
the employer or the farmer have to report to the central agency that 
some of these men skipped out on him? 

Mr. Gonzaues. Right now the wetbacks are those that are not 
coming in under contract. 

Senator Ecron. I see. These are the illegal entrants. They sneak 
into the United States. 


AREA OF CONCENTRATION OF WETBACK LABOR 


Mr. Gonza.es. Yes; that is right, sir. There is a real traffic in 
this wetback slavery, as we call it. In the lower Rio Grande Valley, 
I was in one of the newspapers, and they showed me a regular staff 
photograph which this newspaper had taken of a 16-year-old Mexican 
boy who was apprehended by the border patrol. They are using 
these teen-agers from the urban centers in Mexico to guide these 
wetbacks across to certain points within the United States. 

Senator Ecron. How do they come in? Do they come in through 
the port of entry, swim or fly or what? 

Chairman McKetiar. I hear they are largely coming in on air- 
planes. Senator Hayden may know more about it than I do. 

Senator Haypen. I am not aware of that. The situation as far 
as I know is that if we could get the regular contract labor wherein 
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a farmer agrees to put up a bond and agrees to pay the prevailing 
rate of wages for a given period of time to harvest his crops, you 
have no objection to that at all? 

Mr. Gonzauzs. No, sir. 

Senator Haypren. But where an alien comes in on his own under 
some arrangement whereby some labor contractor says, ‘“You get to 
a certain place in the United States and we will take you in a truck 
to Chicago or some other place and get you work up there,” that is 
a totally different picture. If the agricultural labor does come into the 
United States and does run away, there is a bond put up for that, 
that the employer must pay for the fact that he let him get away. 
That, of course, goes to the Government to help apprehend him. 

But your concern, as I understand it, is that you would like to see 
the full amount of the budget estimate appropriated to enforce 
the law. 

Mr. Gonzaues. The six and a half million dollars which the Immi- 
gration Service is requesting for this. I think it is just a drop in the 
bucket to what is actually needed to do a good clean-up job. 

Senator Haypren. I am not clear as to your figures. You said 
685,000. There must be a lot of those who are voluntary deportees. 

Mr. Gonzates. Yes; this included both. 

Senator Haypren. What I am trying to get at is this: If an immi- 
gration inspector finds a Mexican in the United States that is here 
unlawfully, and that Mexican is willing to get up and get out of the 
country, he is not arrested and nothing is done about it; but where 
he refuses to go, then he is arrested and legally deported? 

Mr. Gonzaues. That is right. 

Senator HaypEeNn. But a record, I assume, is kept of the other man 
so if he should ever come back again, they would have his finger- 
prints, and things like that, to identify him? 

Mr. Gonzaues. Yes, sir. 

Chairman McKe.uar. Where do they get the name ‘‘wetbacks’’? 
That is from swimming the Rio Grande? 

Mr. Gonzaues. Yes, sir. I think sometimes they are drybacks, 
because there is not enough water in the river. 

Chairman McKe tuar. It would be kind of hard to put enough 
patrolmen on to patrol every foot of it. 

Mr. Gonzatss. Yes, sir. I think another point we might consider 
in this is the danger to our health and welfare. Under your contract 
labor as Senator Hayden has pointed out—— 


PHYSICAL EXAMINATIONS 


Chairman McKe.tuiar. They have to undergo examinations. 

Mr. Gonzates. Yes; and they are given all sorts of vaccinations and 
immunizations, and so on, where you do have a good control. But 
the illegals that come in are not examined at any point, and they can 
be carriers of TB, or dysentery. 

Chairman McKeuuar. All kinds of diseases. 

Mr. Gonzaes. That is right; all kinds of diseases. The United 
States Public Health Service has the various cases where this one 
carrier was found in two or three different States over a period of 2 
or 3 years, so that is a menace to your community. 
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Senator Hayprn. I might add that I have been informed, too, that 
in addition to the question of health examination, that there is at 
the various employment centers in Mexico where contract labor is 
obtained, an effort made to ascertain whether the man that is coming 
to the United States has communistic inclinations or not. If they 
find anything of that kind from checking his background as best they 
can, he does not come. Whereas, of course an illegal entrant could 
have any kind of political ideas and often has. 

Mr. Gonzaues. I might add that when this legislation, Public 
Law 78, Was being considered, it was brought out that Immigration 
had no record at that time of any subversives. But right now I do 
think that Immigration has several cases in the Chicago area of 
subversives. I think it is just a matter of not having enough per- 
sonnel to really do the spot checking and to round the people up. 

Chairman McKe.uar. All right, sir. We are very much obliged 
to vou. 

Mr. Gonzates. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman McKeuiar. Without objection, at this point in the 
record, I will insert the letter addressed to me by Vice Adm. H. G. 
Hamlet, USCG, retired, under date of August 30, 1951, on the matter 
of section 1309 of H. R. 5215. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


RETIRED OrriceRS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington 6, D. C., August 30, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH McKELLAR, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Section 1309 of the act (H. R. 5215) making supple- 
mental appropriations for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1952, and for other 
purposes, would detrimentally affect the interests of retired Regular officers of 
all the uniformed services. On their behalf, as president of the Retired Officers 
Association, I urge its deletion. 

‘Lhe provision which we request eliminated from that act is quoted as follows: 

“Sec. 1309. No payment shall be made from appropriations in this Act or any 
other to any officer on the retired lists of the Regular Army, Regular Navy, 
Regular Marine Corps, Regular Air Force, Regular Coast Guard, Coast and 
Geodetie Survey, and Public Health Service for a period of two years after retire- 
ment who for himself or for others is engaged in the selling of or contracting for 
the sale of or negotiating for the sale of to any ageney of the Department of 
Defense, the Coast Guard, the Coast and Geodetic Survey, and the Public Health 
Service any supplies or war materials.”’ 

Our reasons for recommending the deletion of this provision are: (1) It is 
unnecessary in view of the fact that various laws, principally contained in the 
Criminal Code, adequately protect the Government against any wrongdoing by 
retired officers, Regular and Reserve alike, in connection with sales to the Gov- 
ernment; (2) retired officers of the Regular armed services, even though in inactive 
duty status, are subject to disciplinary action for misconduct involved in their 
dealings with the Government under the Uniform Code of Military Justice, 
including trial by court martial; (3) the proposed provision in that it specifically 
refers to retired officers of the ‘ Regular” services, is dissriminatory since it does 
not include within its purview retired officers of the Reserve components nor 
retired enlisted personnel of any category, nor retired civilian employees of the 
same uniformed services, nor any retired personnel of any Federal agency other 
than the uniformed services; and (4) the proposed provision, in view of its phrase- 
ology would, although in a supplemental appropriation act, appear to create 
permanent legislation. This would be inconsistent with the action of Congress 
in the General Appropriation Act, 1951, which included a similar provision as a 
temporary matter, with the Appropriations Committee of both the Senate and 
House expressing in their reports on the legislation that this subject is one for 
consideration by the Armed Services Committee. These reasons are more fully 
developed in the following paragraphs. 
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First, the abuses of their positions or offices by retired officers, which the section 
is apparently designed to control or prevent, are adequately controlled and 
covered by the criminal statutes which regulate and restrict activities of retired 
officers in the conduct of business with the Federal Government. It is the 
opinion of the Retired Officers Association that the control of abuse of official 
positions by Federal officers and the prevention of wrongful acts by them is 
more properly and fairly accomplished through appropriate criminal laws than 
by the prohibition of payment of retired pay from appropriations. The latter 
method only introduces needless questions of interpretation and coordination of 
prohibitory laws as to their effect wpon Government contractors and retired 
officers who might be employed by them. The Federal general criminal laws 
and the codes of laws regulating and governing the conduct of officers of the 
uniformed services are the proper places to regulate malfeasance in office and to 
control the possibility of improper use after retirement of positions occupied while 
on active duty. The foregoing is particularly true of a legislative provision 
inserted in a supplemental appropriation act that contains no provisions affecting 
the department of the Government against which the prohibition of the legislative 
provision is directed. 

The prohibitions on activities in the proposed restrictive provision, section 
1309 of the bill, are not consistent with the prohibitions in the criminal laws. In 
some respects the proposed provision is more restrictive than certain sections of 
the Criminal Code and in others less restrictive. The prohibition against pay- 
ment of retired officers in the proposed provision relates only to Regular officers 
of the seven uniformed services; it prohibits such payment for a period of 2 years 
after retirement of the officer; and it in effect prohibits the selling of or con- 
tracting for the sale of or negotiating for the sale of any supplies or war materials 
by a retired officer of one of the seven uniformed services to any agency of each 
and all of the seven unifornied services. On the other hand, section 281 of title 
18, United States Code, which forbids officers or employees of the United States 
from receiving any compensation for services “in relation to any proceeding, 
contract, claim, controversy, charge, accusation, arrest, or other matter in which 
the United States is a party or directly or indirectly interested” specifically 
excludes retired officers of the armed forces while not on active duty from the 
provisions of that section except that no “retired officer is permitted to represent 
any person in the sale of anything to the Government through the department 
in whose services he holds a retired status.” 

Section 283 of title 18, United States Code, prohibits an officer or employee 
of the United States from acting as agent or attorney for the prosecution of any 
claim against the United States, and also excludes retired officers from the pro- 
visions of this section. There is an added prohibition, however, not found in 
section 281, against such retired officer within 2 vears after his retirement, acting 
in the prosecution of any claim against the United States involving the depart- 
ment in whose service he holds a retired status. The difference in the prohibi- 
tions contained in the above-mentioned criminal laws and in the proposed 
provision contained in section 1309 of the bill H. R. 5215 make apparent the 
confusion that must necessarily result in the endeavor of the retired officer to 
determine in what activities he may engage upon retirement and when such 
activities may properly commence. The result is that few, if any, reemploy- 
ment or gainful work opportunities thereby remain for retired personnel. Pros- 
pective employers, as well as the retired officers themselves, in an honest endeavor 
to comply with the prohibitions and restrictions imposed, in an excess of caution, 
many times deprive themselves of gainful occupation or of employing qualified 
personnel even in these times of acute manpower shortages. 

Second, the Uniform Code of Military Justice and regulations governing the 
uniformed services provide adequate restrictions on the abuse of military office. 
Retired officers, by both administrative interpretation and judicial decision, 
have been held to be officers of the Government within the terms of the before- 
mentioned criminal laws. Retired officers are subject to the same discipline and 
penalties, not alone for wrongdoing but for improprieties of conduct unbecoming 
an officer and a gentlemen, as they were while on the active list. Under effective 
laws relating to the wrongdoing of officers, whenever such officers are found guilty 
of the violation of such laws their retired pay is automatically stopped. Hence, 
positive preventative measures already exist which deny payment from Defense 
Department appropriations in the case of wrongdoers. It therefore seems clear 
that there is no necessity for a general provision in an unrelated appropriation 
act which will restrict and hamper all retired officers of the Regular services in 
securing proper and useful employment after retirement. There is no logical 
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reason why retired officers should be singled out from all other American citizens 
and so drastically penalized when they are guilty of no wrongdoing. 

Third, the provision of section 1309 is grossly discriminatory against Regular 
officers of the uniformed services. Not included in the prohibitions are retired 
enlisted personnel, retired officers of the Reserve components, retired civilian 
employees of the same uniformed services, and any retired personnel of any other 
Federal agency. Many of those excluded from the prohibitions of section 1309, as 
pointed out in part in the testimony of General Arnold as hereinafter quoted, have 
occupied positions before retirement either equally or in part subject to the same 
abuses of connection with the sale of war materials or supplies to agencies of the 
Government which a similar provision inserted in the general appropriation bill, 
1951, was designed to prevent, as stated in your committee report on that bill. 
This observation is not meant to imply that the omitted groups should be included 
in the legislation, but it is made in support of our conviction that no such legislation 
should be enacted to apply to any retired personnel. 

Fourth, the inclusion of section 1309 in the supplemental appropriation bill does 
not fully accord with the comments and recommendations of the Committees on 
Appropriations of both the House of Representatives and of the Senate in their 
respective reports on the general appropriation bill, 1951. The Retired Officers 
Association presented its views to each of the above committees on the inclusion of 
a similar provision in the general appropriation bill for 1951, which views were 
similar to those herein presented. 

The Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives in its report 
No. 1797 to accompany H. R. 7786, Eighty-first Congress, the genera] appropria- 
tion bill, 1951, on page 315, made the following comment relating to “General 
provisions,’’ which is peculiarly applicable to the particular general provision 
under consideration. 

“GENERAL PROVISIONS 


“More than 100 years ago the House established the practice of striking out of 
appropriation bills such portions as contain legislation. The rule has been adhered 
to strictly at times and other times not so strictly. During the past few years 
appropriation bills have contained numerous legislative provisions usually for the 
reason that some temporary purpose needed to be accomplished and would expire 
at the end of the fiscal year. However, too many such provisions have appeared 
year after year with no thought of permitting them to expire at the end of any 
particular period. Provisions of this nature should be removed from appropriation 
bills and re‘erred to the proper legislative committee for more thorough considera- 
tion than is possible for an appropriation committee to give even though it had 
proper jurisdiction of the matter. This committee does not desire to get into the 
legislative field and suggests to the respective departments and the Bureau of the 
Budget that every effort be made to clear all military requests for appropriations 
of provisions not supported by statutory authority. Several of the provisions 
proposed in the budget presentation under general provisions have been eliminated 
by the committee on the ground that they are legislation and should be considered 
by the Committee on Armed Services. Contact with that committee indicates 
that they are willing to consider these matters and, in fact, have before them 
pending legislation dealing with some of the subject matter in question,” 

Your committee, in its report No. 1941 on the same bill, made the following 
comment on page 276 of the report: 


“GENERAL PROVISIONS : 


‘Retired Officers Dealing with Military Agencies 


“The committee is sympathetic to the pleas of those who have pointed out the 
inequities of section 626 of chapter X. At the same time, it recognizes the 
possibility of abuse of connection in the sale or negotiation for sale of war material 
or supplies to agencies in the Department of Defense. Therefore the committee 
recommends the deletion of section 626 in its entirety and the insertion of a new 
section in chapter XI of the bill. This section, which is found on page 281 of 
this report, will broaden the scope of application to include all Regular officers 
on the retired lists of any of the uniformed services but at the same time will limit 
such application to a period of 2 years after retirement. The committee feels 
that this matter should be the subject of investigation and determination by the 
Armed Services Committee.”’ 

At this point it should be stated that it is believed the words ‘‘or any other’ 
found in section 1309, line 7, of page 35 of the bill, would be interpreted as consti- 
tuting and making that provision permanent law relating to all appropriation 
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acts either heretofore or hereafter enacted. It is realized that these words were 
robably inserted in order to make the restriction apply to all appropriation acts 
or the current fiscal year, but the result is to make the provision even more 
discriminatory and objectionable as regards retired officers of the Regular uni- 
formed services. 

In this connection attention is invited to the testimony of Maj. Gen. William 
H. Arnold, Chief, Budget Division, Department of the Army, given at the hear- 
ings before the Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives, Eighty-first Congress, on Department of Defense Appropri- 
ations for 1951, as it appears on pages 2545 an 2546 of part 5 of those hearings, 
which is as follows: 

“General ARNOLD. The section as written applies to the Regular Army, the 
Marine Corps, the Regular Air Force, and the Regular Navy. It does not apply 
to other governmental services; for example, the Coast Guard. It does not apply 
to the civil service. 

“Now, if the object is to prohibit the persons who wear a uniform and who have 
taken the service as a career, from gaining any useful employment whatsoever, it 
has achieved its purpose. * * * Again, on this same proposition, criminal 
law covers malfeasance in office, or the improper utilization of the position 
occupied. I earnestly request that the committee consider those aspects of that 
particular section.”” : 

On behalf of all of the retired officers of the uniformed services, a group which 
constites a universally respected and honorable portion of the citizenry of this 
country, the Retired Officers Association earnestly asks your committee to give 
full consideration to the foregoing. It is firmly believed that the best interests 
of the Government will be served by deleting section 1309 from the act. 

It is respectfully requested that this letter be brought to the attention of the 
members of your committee and that it be made a part of the hearing on H. R. 
5215. Should your committee so desire, the Retired Officers Association would 
welcome an opportunity to appear before it and testify relative to the general 
subject and matter herein contained. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. G. HaM_et, 
Vice Admiral, USCG, Retired, President. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
PERSONAL SERVICE LIMITATIONS 


Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, several members of the com- 
mittee are anxious to have an amendment considered which will have 
the effect of releasing from the personal services limitations, various 
agencies of the Farm Credit Administration so far as they operate on 
earnings rather than upon direct appropriations from the general fund 
of the Treasury. The Intermediate Credit Banks, for example, and 
the Production Credit Corporations operate only on earnings and are 
making money for the Treasury while using no appropriated funds. 
Section 409 of the Department of Agriculture Appropriation Act, 1952, 
mistakenly extended the personal service limitations even to money 
paid out of earnings. I would like to insert in the record a letter from 
Gov. I. W. Duggan, of the Farm Credit Administration, together 
with certain additional information which has been prepared at my 
request. 

Chairman McKetiar. Without objections it is so ordered. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 

Unitep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Farm Crepit ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., August 28, 1951. 
Hon. Josern C. O’ MAHONEY, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Senator: Enclosed is the mateiial which you requested in our conver- 
sation this morning. This includes (1) a background narrative statement on the 
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operations of the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation: (2) a statistical statement 
on the operations of the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation; (3) a statement 
from Mr. George M. Brennan, Intermediate Credit Commissioner, with respect 
to the budget of the Federal intermediate credit banks: (4) a statement entitled 
‘Need for Relief of the 12 Production Credit Corporations From Section 409 of 
the Department of Agriculture Appropriation Bill, 1952”’; (5) a sheet of statistical 
data which is entitled ‘‘United States Department of Agriculture, Farm Credit 
Administration, Selected Comparative Data for the Fiscal Years 1940-52.’ 

It is shown on line 1 of the table under item (5) that the number of employees 
on a man-year basis employed by the Farm Credit Administration have been 
reduced from 1,308 in 1940 to an estimated 469 for the fiscal year 1952. The 
Federal intermediate credit banks have redueed their personnel from 431 in 1940 
to 287 in 1952, and the production credit corporations have reduced their per- 
sonnel from 294 in 1940 to 176 in 1952. At the same time the amount of loans 
closed by the Federal intermediate credit banks have increased from $471,000,000, 
in round numbers, in 1940 to an estimated $1,702,000,000 for the fiscal year 1952, 
and the number of loans closed by production credit associations have increased 
from 229,000 in 1940 to 320,000 in 1952. 

We do not see how the Farm Credit Administration can perform its statutory 
requirements of examining and supervising the corporations under its supervision 
and performing certain essential services with a further reduction in personnel, as 
would be necessary under the provisions of section 409 of the Department of 
Agriculture Appropriation Act of 1952. Neither do we see how the Federal 
intermediate credit banks and production credit corporations can carry on their 
statutory functions and perform as Congress would expect with a reduction in 
personnel as required by section 409. 

We would like to point out that the bonds and debentures sold by the various 
farm credit banks and corporations are not guaranteed by the United States 
Government either as to interest or principal, and that the public who invests in 
these bonds relies on the examinations and supervision by the Farm Credit 
Administration. If these investors should lose confidence anywhere along the 
line, it would greatly increase the cost of money to farmers because the interest 
rate would go up on the bonds and debentures, or the investors in extreme cases 
may go so far as to refuse to buy bonds and debentures of these institutions. 

It should also be pointed out that every dollar the Government has ever 
invested in any of the farm credit banks or corporations as capital has either 
been repaid or is intact and unimpaired, and each of the corporations and banks 
has rather substantial reserves and surpluses. 

We are not asking that Farm Credit Administration be exempted from the 
provisions of section 409 of the funds that are directly appropriated from the 
general funds of the Treasury, but are asking that the exemption be applied to 
the authorization to spend funds that are derived by assessment against farm 
credit agencies. We are also asking that the authorization to expend from the 
corporate assets for administrative expenses the funds of the production credit 
corporations and the Federal intermediate credit banks be exempted from the 
provisions of section 409. The proposed exemptions would leave the Farm 
Credit Administration and the farm credit agencies in the same position they 
were in under the provisions of the Department of Agriculture appropriation bill 
as passed by the Senate. 

Enclosed is a copy of the proposed amendment which I left with you this 
morning. 

Sincerely yours, 
I. W. DuaGan, Governor. 

Enclosures. 


BACKGROUND OF THE FEDERAL FARM MortGaGE CORPORATION 


The Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation was created by an act of Congress 
approved January 31, 1934, known as the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation 
Act. It assisted the Federal land banks in financing their lending operations and 
financed the Land Bank Commissioner loans. These services were an invaluable 
contribution to the tremendous refinancing program undertaken by the Federal 
land banks in the publie interest. The functions involved were performed in 
three ways by the Corporation. 

First, it financed first mortgage Land Bank Commissioner loans up to 75 
percent of the appraised normal value of the farm property. The land banks 
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were limited at that time to 50 percent of the appraised normal agricultural value 
of the land and 20 percent of the insured value on the buildings. 

Secondly, it financed second mortgage Land Bank Commissioner loans chiefly 
to supplement first mortgage land bank loans. 

Both of these types of loans were made by the 12 Federal land banks and the 
local national farm loan associations acting as agents for the Land Bank Com- 
missioner. 

Thirdly, it assisted the Federal Land banks in financing their own loans to 
farmers by buying the consolidated Federal farm loan bonds issued by the banks, 
by making secured loans to the banks and by exchanging its own bonds for 
consolidated Federal farm loan bonds. ‘The Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation 
bonds so obtained by the banks were disbursed as loan proceeds in lieu of cash. 

‘Lhe Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation Act provided the Corporation with 
capital of $200 million and gave it the power to borrow $2 billion. In addition 
to the exchange of bonds mentioned, the Corporation sold bonds to the public to 
finance these operations. Its bonds were fully guaranteed by the Government. 

From May 1, 19338, to June 30, 1947, when the authority of the Land Bank 
Commissioner to make new loans expired, the Corporation financed 258,000 first 
mortgage loans for $422 million, and 421,000 second mort gage loans for $794 million 
or a total of 679,000 loans for $1.2 billion. About two-thirds of all the loans or 
about $820 million were made during the depression period ending on December 
31, 1935. Of this amount over 91 percent were used to refinance existing debts 
of farmers. 

The Corporation now has outstanding a total of just over 50,000 loans for a 
little less than $40 million. During the depression years when the Federal land 
banks needed large sums to finance the thousands of loans they were making, the 
Corporation purchased their bonds or exchanged its own bonds for those of the 
banks to a total amount of $805 million. At various times the Corporation 
also made secured loans to the banks for a total of $240 million. All of these 
loans have since been repaid. The first rep2yment of capital by the Corporation 
was made to the United States Treasury in 1941 and amounted to $100 million. 
Later payments reduced the original $200 million capital to $10,000 by March 31, 
1948. This nominal amount remains outstanding in order to clearly preserve 
Government ownership. 

The earnings of the Corporation including its present net worth total $135 
million and they are equal to 6.86 percent a year on the Government’s average 
capital investment. Losses sustained on the $1.2 billion of loans and the nro- 
vision for estimated future losses total $67 million, all of which has been met from 
the earnings of the Corporation. The Corporation has also paid all operating 
expenses and interest on borrowed money from its earnings. 


Data on Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation 


1. Land Bank Commissioner loans closed: 





Number Amount 
(a) May 1, 1933, to June 30, 1947: ! boy 
First mortgage loans ee ; 257, 582 $422, 288, 382 
Second mortage loans é | 420, 883 794, 153, 641 
Total... --- bake Ss ce nie 678, 465 | 1, 216, 442, 023 
(6) May 1, 1933, to Mar. 31, 1951: | | , 
First mortgage loans 257,706 | 422, 523, 697 
Second mortgage loans 422,012 | 795,320, 121 


se : loivediens hae | 679, 718 | 1, 217, $43, 818 


Total_- 





| Authority to make new Land Bank Commissioner loans expired at close of business July 1, 1947; amount 
of loans closed that day not available. Only loans to refinance existing Land Bank Commissioner loans 
have been made since that date. 


(c) Over two-thirds of all Land Bank Commissioner loans closed, about $820 million, were closed during 
the depression period May 1, 1933, to December 31, 1935. Of this amount, about $748 million, or over 91 per- 
cent, was used to refinance farmer indebtedness. 

(d) Loan losses, organization to March 31, 1951, were $61,054,852. 
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2. Land Bank Commissioner loans outstanding: 








Number Amount 
tnt 
(a) Peak number and amount ane June 30, 1937: 

Sra oc oe ne ae eee ae Jers doen ER 194,936 | $310, 850, 000 
Second mortgage ania be cece a ar aye << tienes 261, 271 519, 727, 000 
gk ho sitbant ae cndoksccdaielS Seki kn cohen atacand wae eee ee aero 456, 207 830, 577, | 000 

(6) Number and amount outstanding Mar, 31, 1951: | 
First mortgage loans___-..--_-- Jeapa a S20 21, 723 16, 468, 128 
Second mortgage Joans.................-...-.-----.----- REDE 28,187 | 28, 260, 478 


I a oe ig ae a ee a ce ke ole -| 49, 880 ~~ 30, 728, 606 


} 


3. Organization of Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation: 
(a) Established January 31, 1934, by the Federal Farm Mortgage Cor- 
poration Act. 
(6) Original United States Government capital, $200,000,000. 
4. Repayments of United States Government capital: 
(a) First repayment (to revolving fund in U. S. Treasury) in 1941 of 
$100,000,000. 
(6) Subsequent repayments reduced outstanding amount to $10,000 at 
March 31, 1948. This nominal amount remains outstanding. 
5. Estimated interest cost on United States Government capital at average rate 
on United States public debt: 
(a) Total amount, $49,866,470. 
(b) Average rate, 25 percent. 
6. Dividends paid to date to United States Government, $100,000,000. 
(a) Ratio: Total dividends to estimated interest cost on Government 
capital, 2 to 1. 
7. Relationship of net earnings to average Government capitel: 
(a) Net earnings, organization to March 31, 1951, $134,942,760. 
(b) Average capital, $108,360,055. 
(c) Per annum rate of earnings on capital, 6.86. 
8. Selected items of income and expense, organization to March 31, 1951: 


Earnings: 
Income from loans_____________- Sake _.... $409, 137, 128 
Interest on CFFL bonds___ boa ed ol dT _ 267, 914, 291 
Profit on sale of CFFL bonds__.__________- sng 12, 888, 000 
Expenses: 
Interest on Federal Farm ae Corporation bonds . 359, 891, 554 
Operating on. thane ne Ee ee ‘ _. 1380, 108, 009 
Losses and provision for eee ss 4 osc sO, Bie 
Dee OR = i A dices a ae 134, 942, 760 
9. Net worth of the Federal Sica Mortgage Canpiaidibin at March 31, 1951: 
ON ee ee cas otiewn See $10, 000 
SN I 3 ee eer ae a ix ite een ieee 37, 942, 760 
ai wh dule ss suasd dd ¥edantian sdusk Waal oN 37, 952, 760 
Dividends paid to United States Treasury by Federal Farm Mortgage 
Corporation: 
IONS rE COMIN, OU bs Oe or Fos SS ro ee $97, 000, 000 
SUNN UII CN cee a ans arcs pnp Aisi am we cee ee eee 3, 000, 000 
a acter’ 5 esl rico nae lela oan aidan nls Wek hak alee ac 100, 000, 000: 


10. Assistance rendered Federal land banks during depression years through 
purchase of Federal Farm Loan bonds and exchange of Federal Farm Mortgage 
Corporation bonds for Federal Farm Loan bonds: 


Federal Farm Loan bonds purchased - ---- -- - - - ee ee ee $218, 020, 040 
Federal Farm Loan bonds exchanged ______.__._....-.__--- 587, 059, 800° 
Fa ch iri a sis irck Sens S atcas ch ets nd tg tae we cralag hp ade 805, 079, 840 





TIE SAO ot 


x 
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11. Loans to Federal land banks: 


(a) 1934 and 1938: All repaid by Sept. 30, 1938__......______ $47, 700, 000 
(b) July 2, 1945: To enable the banks to pay for all of their 

bonds when due without going into the market at a 

time which would conflict with financing by U. S. 

TL reesury, worm Aue 1 1080). 172, 300, 000 
(c) June 28, 1947: To be used to retire balance of U. S. 

Government capital and paid-in surplus, (repaid June 

NN AN arr Nl io olen hi ine pie hie ie 21, 000, 000 


STATEMENT From Mr. Georce M. BRENNAN, INTERMEDIATE CREDIT ComMIs- 
sioneR, With Respect To THE BupGET Or THE FEDERAL INTERMEDIATE 
Crepit Banks 


1. There are 12 Federal intermediate credit banks, wholly owned by the United 
States Government, serving the entire continental United States and Puerto Rico. 

2. The total capital and paid-in surplus of the 12 banks as of June 30, 1951, 
was $61,150,000, and the banks have surplus reserves of $40,423,769 accumulated 
out of earnings, or a total net worth of $101,573,769. 

3. None of the banks’ operating or other expenses are appropriated from the 
Treasury but are provided out of their own income. In addition, the banks 
by law are required to pay into the Treasury annually 25 percent of their net 
earnings after provision is made for all expenses, reserves, etc. 

4. The banks finance their lending operations through the sale of securities 
to the investing public. During the fiscal year 1951 the banks issued debentures 
aggregating $903,610,000 and borrowed from commercial banks a total of 
$140,400,000. These securities and borrowings are not guaranteed by the 
Federal Government. At June 30, 1951, outstanding obligations amounted to 
$752,920,000. Thus, there was in the system only $1 of net worth owned by the 
Government to margin $7.41 of debt. 

5. Debentures of the banks are purchased and held by investors throughout 
the United States. Many of the large banking institutions and commercial 
concerns in New York, Chicago, San Francisco, St. Louis, Detroit, Minneapolis, 
New Orleans, and Atlanta, are substantial holders of Federal intermediate credit 
bank debentures. Since these securities are not guaranteed by the Government, 
these investors rely upon the banks to conduct their business in a manner that 
will enable them to meet their debts when due. Any weakening of the system 
that leads to a loss of investor confidence will adversely affect the ability of the 
banks to obtain an adequate supply of funds at reasonable interest rates and 
thereby work to the detriment of the 12 banks to function as the Congress 
intended, to make available for farmers and stockmen an adequate supply of 
funds, at reasonable rates, when needed in the production of food and fibers. 

6. At present the average personnel strength of the individual banks of the 
system is less than 24 officers and employees. During the fiscal year 1951 the 
12 banks extended credit to agriculture and livestock producers in the amount of 
$1,924,000,000. By way of comparison, in 1940 the banks had 431 employees (an 
average of 36 per bank) and the volume of business handled was $472,000,000. 
In other words, at present the banks are handling over four times the volume of 
credit with one-third less people employed. I know of no commercial banking 
institution that is handling a loan volume of approximately $2 billion, financed 
through the sale of securities, which conducts its business with less than 300 
officers and employees. 

The immediate supervisory office for the 12 intermediate credit banks consists 
of the Intermediate Credit Commissloner and five other employees, including two 
stenographers, 

SUMMARY 


With the imposition of the provisions of section 409 of the Department of 
Agriculture Appropriation Act, it is my belief that the force of the credit banks 
will be so reduced as to bring in question the soundness of their operations, from 
the investors’ point of view, and will lessen the ability of the banks to promptly 
serve the farmers’ credit requirements when the funds are needed and to maintain 
the quality of management necessary to safeguard the Government’s investment 
in the banks, Since the banks must rely upon the soundness of their securities in 
order to obtain lending funds in the investment markets at reasonable rates, 
without liability on the part of the Government, and since they defray all their 
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operating expenses out of income (not from funds appropriated from the Treasury) 
and the Government derives a profit from their operations, it would appear that 
they should be afforded necessary authority to incur such expenses as may be 
required to enable them to continue operating on a sound basis and thus be able 
to serve the needs of agriculture and still pay franchise taxes out of their net 
income. Franchise taxes paid to date amount to $8,488,680. 
G. M. BrRenNAN, 
Intermediate Credit Commissioner. 


NEED FOR RELIEF FOR THE TWELVE PRODUCTION CREDIT CORPORATIONS FROM 
Section 409 oF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATION BILL, 
1952 


1. Administrative expenses of the production credit corporations are paid from 
their corporate resources, subject to limitations set by the Congress, and are not 
met by appropriation from the Treasury. 

2. With an average of less than 15 officers and employees per corporation, the 
production credit corporations supervise 500 production credit associations making 
over $1.2 billions in loans per year, which are directly employed in production 
of needed agricultural products. 

3. A major objective of the supervision by the production credit corporations 
is the continued return of Government capital from the production credit asso- 
ciations. Over 460,000 farmers and ranchmen have purchased and own close to 
$80,000,000 of stock in these associations; Government capital in the associations 
is less than $13,000,000. Adequate supervision is necessary to safeguard the 
soundness of these institutions, to protect the capital investments of both farmers 
and the Government, and to assure continued good progress in the return of 
Government capital by the associations. 

4. In addition to not utilizing any appropriation from the Treasury in 1952 
for their operations, the production credit corporations expect to repay $3,000,000 
to the Treasury representing a reduction in their capital stock. 

5. The estimate of $1,348,000, of which $963,843 is for personal services, in 
the 1952 budget for administrative expenses provides for no increase over 1951 
and is approximately the same as in 1940 notwithstanding (1) the higher general 
level of costs throughout the Nation; (2) the larger number and amount of loans 
being made by the production credit associations; and (3) the urgent need for 
adequate supervision to be assured that the associations’ lending operations are 
conducted soundly and do not contribute to inflationary tendencies. 

6. A 10 pereent reduction in the funds budgeted for personal services would 
amount to $96,384 and, if imposed, would require the separation of 24 employees 
in the 12 corporations, reducing their personnel from 176 as budgeted to below 
152. This would leave average personnel per corporation of only 13 including 
officers, field force, legal, stenographic, clerical, and all other personnel incident 
to the supervision of production credit associations. The area served by each 
production credit corporation is four States, on the average. This force would 
be inadequate to carry out properly the corporations’ responsibilities for super- 
vision of production credit associations, including specific functions under law 
and regulation of prescribing association loan policies, interest rates and reserves, 
approving certain classes of loans and dividend payments, and approving associ- 
ation officers, directors, and their compensation. 
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Selected comparative data fiscal years 1940-52 


l 7 Sai, opie 
| 1952 increase or decrease 
(—) from 1940 


| Fiscal year Fiscal year a 
1940 actual 1952 estimated !) 

i 

| 

| 


Units 


PERSONAL SERVICES 


Man-years (average number of employees): 
Farm Credit Administration —&839 
Federal land banks 4, "7 —3, 290 
Federal intermediate credit banks ‘ —144 
Production credit corporations —118 | 
Banks for cooperatives. ___- tda 1 2 10 
ee I -165 


Total... “e.% , 299 | , 758 , 546 


Cost (personal services only): 
Farm Credit Administration | 1 $3, 376, 259 $2, , 800 $888, 459 | 
Federal land banks 9, 246, 408 5, 587, 809 3, 658, 599 
Federal intermediate credit banks 1, 073, 975 | , 150, 000 | 5, 025 | 
Production credit corporations 881, 575 O63, 843 2, 268 
Banks for cooperatives - - mae 649, 699 | , , 366 4, 667 
General agents. cons ea | 838, 769 513, 936 324, 833 | 


16, 066, 685 , 817, 754 | , 248, 931 | 
_reeeereee seciieie toes one . 


VOLUME OF BUSINESS 


Federal land banks (including Land Bank 
Commissioner loans): | } 
Number of loans closed 32, 801 1 43, 538 737 
Amount of loans closed sihintiaaclevabbiie $86, 071,478 | 1 $199, 436, 058 $113, 364, 580 
Number of loans outstanding_-_. 1, 050, 014 ! 367, 946 —682, 068 
Amount of loans outstanding .| $2, 549, 258,218 | | $980, 197,640 | —$1, 569, 060, 578 
Federal intermediate credit banks: 
Amount of loans closed _-- ae $471, 921, 279 | $1, 702, 409, 000 $1, 230, 487, 72 
Amount of loans outstanding...._.___- $237, 338, 443 $680, 028, 290 $442, 689, 847 
Production credit corporations: 
Production credit associations: 
Number of members. -_--.. ‘ 290, 578 500, 000 209, 422 
Farmers’ investment in capital stock $16, 680, 100 $79, 000, 000 $62, 319, 900 
Number of loans closed----____._- 229, 566 320, 000 90, 434 
Amount of loans closed oh $328, 342,002 | $1, 140, 000, 000 $811, 657, 998 
Number of loans outstanding--__._. 217,128 275, 000 57, 872 
Amount of loans outstanding..._- $199, 802,560 | $620, 000, 000 $420, 197, 440 
Banks for cooperatives: | 
Amount of credit extended__. $92, 868,454 | | $372, 629, 208 $279, 760, 844 
Number of loans outstanding 3 4 1, 689 11,754 65 
Amount of credit outstanding. ____- $63, 333,429 | | $244, 605, 580 $181, 272, 151 


‘“ 


1 Actual 1950 data for FLB’s and BC’s; 1951 data for GA’s. 


AMENDMENT TO H. R. 5215 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952 (as passed by the House, August 20, 1951) 


Amend section 1306, page 32, as follows: 

In line 15, page 33, change the period after ‘‘correspondingly reduced” to a colon 
and add the following: ‘“‘Provided further, That section 409 of the Department of 
Agriculture Appropriation Act, 1952, shall not apply to the administrative expense 
limitations fixed by that act for Federal intermediate credit banks and for produc- 
tion credit corporations, or to the appropriation for the Farm Credit Administra- 
tion except the portion thereof provided by direct appropriation from the general 
fund of the Treasury.” 
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S. —— 82nd CONG. ist Szss. 


AMENDMENT, Intended to be proposed by Mr. ——-——-— to the bill (H. R 
5215), making supplemental appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 3)), 
1952, and for other purposes, viz: 


On page 33, line 15, change the period after ‘‘correspondingly reduced” to a 
colon and add the following: ‘‘ Provided further, That section 409 of the Department 
of Agriculture AppropriationAct, 1952, shall not apply to the administrative 
expense limitations fixed by that act for Federal intermediate credit banks and for 
production credit corporations, or to the appropriation for the Farm Credit Admii- 
istration except the portion thereof provided by direct appropriation from the 
general fund of the Treasury.” 


THE JUDICIARY 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED States Courts 
JUSTIFICATION 


Chairman McKetuar. I would like to insert. at this point in the 
record the justification for a deficiency for the Administrative Office 
of the United States Courts. 

(The justification referred to is as follows:) 


ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER OF THE UNITED States Courts, EsTiMaTE OF A 
DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION REQUIRED FOR THE FiscaL YEAR 1951 


Fees of Commissioners, United States Courts, 1951 


For an additional amount, fiscal vear 1951, for fees of commissioners._._ $70, 000 
I HE I, Bhi ce chided oid dtl on no dmncindms otantabelia 475, 000 
Pending supplemental: 
nn NEDS OE ROI TE aia A es igs doin ealtarmcmen, 517, 172 
Cte Si ee. BON en cn ahaa alma 474, 438 
Daas Cente next Geel Poas, oo os ss. Pe es ee 543, 000 


PURPOSE AND NEED FOR DEFICIENCY FUNDS 


An appropriation of $475,000 was made by the Congress for the fiscal year 195! 
for payment of fees earned by United States commissioners during that year. 
Payments totaling $474,438 have actually been made on this account throug) 
August 23, 1951, and at the close of business on that date we were holding claims 
of commissioners amounting to $42,734 which could not be paid because the 
appropriation available for 1951 was exhausted. In addition to the claims now 
being held for payment it is estimated on the basis of claims submitted in prior 
years that further claims amounting to approximately $27,200 will be received 
from United States commissioners for fees for services performed by them during 
the fiscal year 1951. It is estimated that a total of about $70,000 remains to be 
paid commissioners for services performed during 1951 for which it is necessary 
to request a deficiency appropriation. 


JUSTIFICATION 


This appropriation provides for the fees earned by United States commissioners 

for services coslenmael by them during the fiscal year 1951. The compensation 

of commissioners is fixed by an act approved August 1, 1946 (28 U. S. C. 633). 

They act primarily as committing magistrates in cases brought before them by : 

law-enforcement agents of the Federal Government. The amounts they earn in ; 

fees are directly related to the number and complexity of the cases in which they 4 

are called upon to serve. The fees are earned and the Government’s obligation 

to pay them is incurred when the services are performed although under the statute ‘ 

(28 U. 8S. C. 636) they are allowed one year after a service is performed in which . 

to submit the account for their fees. . 
The volume of cases handled by commissioners in 1951 increased substantially 

over that for 1950. This is reflected to some extent in the number of defendants 5 

in criminal cases filed in the district courts who for 1951 were 44,567 compared s 
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with 42,582 in cases commenced during the fiscal year 1950. There was a sub- 
stantial rise in the number of immigration cases commenced during 1951. 

The fees of commissioners for 1951 based upon latest eaten reports are 
expected to aggregate about 10 percent more than in 1950 when they earned a 
total of $494,792, or a total for 1951 of around $545,000. The amount appropriated 
for 1951 is $475,000 leaving a deficiency of $70,000 in the amount available for 


payment. 
DEFENSE AGENCIES 
Civit DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 


STATEMENT BY FRED A. SCHUCKMAN, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Chairman McKeuuar. I would like to insert a statement of the 
American Municipal Association in regard to the Civil Defense 
Administration appropriations. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


In view of the decision of your committee not to hold further hearings on the 
civil-defense appropriation for 1952, or to permit appearance before you of 
witnesses other than those from the Federal Civil Defense Administration itself, 
and upon the invitation extended by your committee to AMA to file a supple- 
mentary statement, the following statement is submitted. 

The American Municipal Association, representing more than 10,000 munic- 
ipalities of the Nation, is vitally interested in civil defense. Our municipalities 
have a tremendous stake in civil defense because they constitute the potential 
target areas in case of enemy attack and because, in the final analysis and what- 
ever the law may state, they bear the brunt of civil-defense operations. 

Civil defense is part of national defense and, as such, necessarily is a national 
responsibility requiring Federal leadership, guidance, and support, plus a coordi- 
nated effort in which the States and municipalities must share. The relationship 
of civil defense to national defense was clearly recognized in the Bull Board Report 
of February 1947, in the Hopley Report of November 1948, in the National 
Security Resources Board report of September 1950, and in the Federal Civil 
Defense Act itself. This point was reaffirmed most strongly on September 5, 
1951, in testimony before the Civil Defense Task Force of the Preparedness 
Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services Committee by then Deputy Secretary 
of Defense Lovett when he stated, ‘I should like to make it as clear as possible 
that the Department of Defense has consistently felt that the Civil Defense was a 
partner and a coequal partner in national defense.” 

The civil defense program is a Federal program. The necessity for Federal 
leadership in and support of any civil defense program was made clear by the dis- 
banding of most State and local civil defense organizations following the abolition 
of the Office of Civilian Defense by Executive Order 9562 in 1945. It was recog- 
nized in 1946 when the War Department set up the War Department Civil De- 
fense Board under the direction of Maj. Gen. Harold R. Bull and was reaffirmed 
by the Bull Board Report issued 3 months later. The establishment of the 
Office of Civil Defense Planning, under Russell J. Hopley as Director, a month 
after the Bull Board Report and as an outgrowth of it, was further reaffirmation. 
The OCDP was charged with preparation of a program for the civil defense of the 
United States, including a plan for a permanent Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
tration which, in conjunction with the several States and their subdivisions, could 
undertake those peacetime preparations which are necessary to assure an adequate 
civil defense system in the event of war. The Hopley Report itself, in its basic 
recommendations, called for a national office of civil defense to furnish leadership 
and guidance, and clearly recognized the need for well organized and trained 
units in communities throughout the nation with such units adequately prepared 
and equipped. : 

Following submission of the Hopley Report, the President assigned primary 
responsibility for further civil defense planning to the National Security Re- 
sources Board. It is not without significance that the first civil defense advisory 
bulletin issued by NSRB was sent to the governors of the States and established 
policy for Federal relations with State and local governments. 
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In September 1950, a civil defense plan was recommended to the President by 
NSRB and was transmitted by the President to the Congress for consideration. 
When NSRB submitted its report, United States Civil Defense, it was concluded 
that Federal legislation would be required to initiate the program and to carry out 
the Federal responsibility contemplated. The Congress concurred in this view 
and H. R. 9689 was introduced in the House on September 18, followed by intro- 
duction of 8S. 4162 in the Senate the following day. Revised bills H. R. 9798 and 
S. 4219 were introduced on November 30 and December 1, respectivelv, and, on 
December 19, 8. 4268 was introduced as a companion measure to H. R. 9798. 

H. R. 9798 and 8S. 4268 were fully discussed in committees and basic agreement 
on the civil defense program and Federal responsibility under it was evident. 
Review of the hearings themselves reveals clearly the willingness of State and 
local officials to cooperate in every way possible to accept their share of resnonsi- 
bility, and to carry out the program prepared. Full debate was held in the House 
and in the Senate on H. R. 9798 and 8. 4268, respectively. During House debate, 
Representative Durham, in explaining the bill, clearly set forth the provisions for 
Federal and State matching of funds for organizational equipment and for shelters 
or protective facilities. He further stated: ‘“The bill was cleared bv the Bureau 
of the Budget and the President has asked that civil defense legislation be given 
high priority by the Congress * * *, The fiscal effects of the bill are such 
that an expenditure of $3,100,000,000 is entailed, for the program, over a 3-vear 
period. It should be noted that approximately one-half of this will be contributed 
by the States, leaving $1,600,000,000 to be contributed by the Federal Govern- 
ment.’’ The bill was passed by the House. 

During Senate debate, Senator Kefauver, in exnlaining the bill, stated it to be 
“a bill to round out the national defense of the United States by establishing a 
program for civil defense.” In explaining the matching provisions and the esti- 
mated cost he stated: ‘‘Another point which received considerable attention by 
the committee was the cost of this program, and how it would be financed. The 
committee was well aware of the fact that this project is a serious and an extensive 
one and could well run into heavy expenditures. It is estimated that this bill will 
cost over a period of 3 vears between $3,000,000,000 and $3,200,000,000, Of this 
amount approximately 54 percent will be furnished bv the Federal Government 
and 46 percent by the States and local communities.” The bill was passed by 
the Senate. 

The result of House and Senate deliberations and action was the Federal Civil 
Defense Act. This act established basic policy and enunciated the principles of 
financial responsibility and operating relationships as between the Federal Govern- 
ment on the one hand and the States and their municipalities on the other. How- 
ever, only after long delay were any funds appropriated by the Congress in a 
supplemental appropriation for fiscal 1951, and appropriation action, when taken, 
was inadequate and completely at variance with @ke. principles of the basic law 
itself. In its action on the appropriation for fiscal 1952, the House again has 
followed the same pattern, and the onlv hope for a civil defense program which 
can do more than create a false sense of security now rests with the Senate. 

We wish to reiterate that the civil defense program, as set forth in the Federal 
Civil Defense Act, is a Federal program, adopted by the Congress after full dis- 
cussion and with full knowledge of what it entailed. The Congress created it, 
urged it, and asked the States and municipalities to undertake their share of it. 
This they did willingly and, for the most part, enthusiastically. They were 
told that the program was essential to national defense and to national 
survival. They have appropriated their own funds, built up civil defense organiza- 
tions, and enlisted a million volunteers. They believed in the good faith of the 
Congress and have largely performed their part of what thev regarded as a con- 
tract. Now, however, they find themselves confronted with the threat of the 
contract being abrogated by the failure of the Congress to meet its obligation to 
appropriate Federal funds for its own share of its own program. In fact, unfairly 
and unjustly, they even find themselves looked upon by some as supplicants for 
a Federal handout. 

Civil defense either is necessary or it isn’t. The Department of Defense, as 
recently as September 5, 1951, categorically stated that it was, in testimony before 
the Civil Defense Task Force of the Preparedness Subcommittee of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. But whether or not this nation has adequate civil 
defense rests entirely upon whether the Congress is willing to support its own 
program through adequate appropriations for stockpiling and for matching funds. 
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The States and municipalities cannot do the job alone, and such interest as they 
now have and the efforts they now are making cannot long be sustained unless 
the Congress exhibits its own interest and good faith. 
Frep A. ScHUCKMAN, 
Director of Washington O ffice. 


Chairman McKe iar. Gentlemen, we will recess until Monday 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 3:55 p. m., Friday, September 21, 1951, the hearing 
recessed until Monday, September 24, 1951, at 10:30 a. m.) 





